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For ewor d

In communities across the country, Private Industry Councils are preparing for a
new role in enploynent and training. Sone are ahead of the ganme, having al ready
refocused their councils in response to changes in the nation’s econony and

their own | abor nmarkets; others are just nowin the throes of transformation
experiencing all the trials and tribulations that change brings.Watever the
stage of devel opnent, an inside | ook at what PICs have done and are doing to
remai n substantial contributors to workforce devel opment is enlightening as well
as instructive. It is especially appropriate at this crucial nonent in

enpl oyment and training history when pending federal |egislation proposes
redirecting PIC efforts and redefining the PIC m ssion

As this study nmakes clear, the face of the new PIC will vary fromcommunity to
conmuni ty, depending on a host of factors, fromstate legislation to the status
of schools to individual |abor markets, anong others. Each PIC will, of
necessity, have to consider its options, find its niche, and reconfigure itself
to address conmuni ty wor kforce needs.

NAPI C undertook this study in the belief that the results would serve to |ay out
the range of opportunities available to PICs and help to guide the way through
the "90s. The options will no doubt be limted sonewhat by the energing federa

| egi sl ati on. Nonet hel ess, NAPIC believes, and this study denonstrates, that PIC
| eadership grows out of local commtnent, it cannot be | egi sl ated.

In addition to this study, NAPIC has available a variety of other publications
that will prove useful to PICs and workforce boards. Qur PIC Board Devel opnent
Series includes guides to strategic planning, change | eadership, and effective
nmeeti ng managenent. W al so have orientation material for board nmenbers,

i nformati on on new workforce and wel fare | egislation, practical ideas for

i mproving public relations and for establishing a | ocal speakers bureau, a
checklist for incorporation, and much nore. NAPIC is prepared to assist you in
devel opi ng a strong, business-led board to neet the chall enges posed by both
econom ¢ and | egi sl ative changes. W | ook forward to hearing from you



Thi s study was researched and witten by Joseph Fischer, a NAPIC consul tant.

That this publication is useful both as a practical, “how to” guide for PICs and
as a theoretical exam nation of the evolution of PICs is testanent to Joe' s keen
insight into the dynam cs of business-led boards and enpl oynment and training
policy at the local level. The study was underwitten, in part, by the generous
support of AT&T
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I nt roduction
Private Industry Councils (PICs) were established in 1979 as |ocal advisory

conmttees to certain federally funded enpl oynment and training prograns for poor
people. In 1982, with the passage of the Job Training Partnership Act (JTPA)



Pl Cs were given substantive governance powers over these prograns in partnership
with local elected officials. Subsequent |egislation has given PICs an oversi ght
role in training prograns for laid-off (dislocated) workers, welfare recipients,
vocational education students, and other groups.

Since the beginning, the PICS’ primary m ssion has been to bring private

enpl oyers into the arena of workforce devel opnment: to engage their attention, to
notivate their involvenent, to tap their special expertise in managenment and
their special know edge of |abor market needs, and to encourage themto hire the
graduat es of enpl oynment and training prograns.

Pl Cs have been operating now for nore than 15 years. During that tinme the
nation’s econony and its workforce needs have changed greatly. As a result, it
is fair to ask if PICs as presently constituted are relevant to our current
needs. | ndeed, this question is again being debated in Washi ngton and state
capitals as the adm nistration and Congress prepare new |l egislation to
“reinvent” the nation’ s enploynment and training system

In 1994, AT&T provided the necessary funding for the National Association of
Private Industry Councils (NAPIC) to study this very question, to shed sone
light on what kind of private-sector involvenent in workforce training prograns
is required in the twenty-first century and whether PICs are the nost effective
vehicle to stinulate and channel that invol venent.

In carrying out this project, NAPIC staff researched existing literature,
consulted with experts, and conducted informal surveys. They also visited five
so-cal led cutting-edge PICs to observe firsthand how PICs are evol ving to neet
t he new chal | enges before them

The Sout h Coastal Regional Enpl oynment Board, Quincy, Massachusetts

The Regi onal Workforce Devel opnent Board of New Haven, Connecti cut

The Kankakee Val | ey Wor kforce Devel opnent Council, Val paraiso, |ndiana
The NOVA Private Industry Council, Sunnyvale, California

The Sout hern Wl lanette Private Industry Council, Eugene, O egon

L T N

These PICs were chosen as representative of the various ways in which PICs are
responding to the changes taking place in the nation’s workforce devel opnent
system They are certainly not the only advanced or progressive PICs in the
country.

The PICs in Quincy and New Haven are “l|abor market boards,” created and

sustai ned by strong support fromtheir state governments. Both are in md-sized,
white-collar towns with service econon es overlaying a now di m ni shed
manuf act uri ng base.

The Kankakee Valley is an agricultural/industrial area with a | abor shortage
caused by retirements of skilled workers fromtraditional industries and fears
about the quality of education of the younger generation. These concerns have

| ed the Kankakee Valley PIC to designate school reform and school -to-work
prograns as its main priorities—a considerable shift fromits former enphasis on
di sadvant aged adul ts.

Sunnyvale is in the heart of Silicon Valley and has a churning hi gh-tech econony
recently hit by defense downsizings. The NOVA PIC has noved to becone a

preem nent provider of all types of personnel services to its sophisticated

enpl oyers.



In Eugene, the PIC nust deal with a local “Wrkforce Quality Commttee,” an

aut onomous creation of the Oregon state governnment enpowered to perform nmany of
the interprogram pl anning and coordi nation functions that in other states are
becom ng the responsibility of the PICs. At present, the PIC and the committee
have responsibility for separate workforce functions. Business nenbers of these
groups, however, generally support an alliance that would lead to a | ess
fragnented structure.

Factors That Are Driving Change in PICs

In 1979, when PICs were first created, governnment enploynent and training
prograns were designed largely to help people at the margins of the generally
prosperous Anerican economny: people whose “barriers”—poverty, race, |ack of
skills or of basic educati on—prevented themfromentering the m ddl e-cl ass

“mai nstream” PICs were called upon to hel p oversee special prograns designed to
overcome sone of these barriers, to give their clients a hel ping hand. The
nunber of people who needed this kind of help was snall relative to the entire
Ameri can wor kforce. Mdst Americans, it was thought, were doing fine—well served
by traditional mainstream schools and col |l eges—and di d not need special help.
Enpl oynent and training prograns were snmall, both in terns of clients and

fundi ng, compared to other federal efforts such as defense, Medicare, or even
hi ghways.

Thr oughout the 1980s, a nunmber of factors brought about a change in this
traditional perception

Acadenic studies called attention to the fact t hat our future econonic
prosperity would be nore closely tied to productivity and workers’ skills
than had been previously thought. These studies pointed out that the
skills and abilities of the average Anerican worker were becom ng inferior
to those of workers oversees, and may be whol |y inadequate for newy
“reengi neered” firms conpeting in the gl obal marketplace. It turned out
that the mainstreamworkforce itself was in trouble.

Qur traditional training institutions—schools and col | eges—al so were

scrutinized and found to be “nmediocre” in too many cases. In fact, they
were sometimes criticized as responsible for the declining skills of our
wor kf orce, and consequently for placing our nation’s econony “at risk.”

Much critici smsone unfai r—was | eveled at the special enploynment and

trai ning prograns designed for the di sadvantaged. A popul ar perception
devel oped that they were ineffective and wasteful. Even program supporters
agreed that over the years they had becone narrowy fragnented, confusing,
and hard to use.

More resources mght have hel ped JTPA and ot her prograns beconme nore
effective, but the conservative political climte throughout the ’80s nade
| arger appropriations of taxpayers’ noney inpossible for this purpose. If
enpl oyment and training prograns were to be inproved, they would have to
do nore with | ess.

Attention began to focus on the potential role of private business in
fixing the mainstream school s—whi ch serve everybody—at her than spendi ng
energy on the “marginal” groups served by JTPA or JOBS, the job training
program for welfare recipients. Enployers were called upon to help
establish “skill standards” which could guide schools in teaching their
regul ar students and to engage in “school -to-work” prograns in order to



provi de opportunities for students to learn job-related skills directly in
t he workpl ace. These efforts required enployers to be involved in training
progranms in a nuch nore intimate, personal, and time-intensive way than
did serving on the average PIC.

The total quality rmanagenent (TQW novenent and its enphasis on precise
custoner identification and satisfaction drifted over fromthe business
school s into governnent prograns. “Privatization” became all the rage.
This led PICs and program operators to begin to pay nore attention to
enpl oyers as customers of enploynent and training prograns in addition to
relying on themto help out with planning, oversight, and managemnent

advi ce.

In sum workforce devel opnent needs were nore w despread than we realized;

mai nstream educati onal agencies and traditional training strategies were |ess
effective than we thought; there was not enough governnment noney avail abl e—and
likely to be even less in the future; and enpl oyers needed to be engaged i n new
and nore personal ways in order to solve these problens. The inplications of al
this have led a nunmber of PICs to redefine their goals and actively pursue new
ways of doi ng busi ness.

How “Cutting- Edge” PICs Have Changed to Meet the Chall enges
Simlarities

The cutting-edge PICs studied for this report all exhibit the follow ng comon
characteristics, which distinguish themfrom®“traditional” PICs:

* The cutting-edge PICs have a very strong identification with the |oca
busi ness community and a sense that their primary mssion is to nmeet the
wor kf orce needs of business. One PIC nenber said: “Mke no m stake. Enployers
are our custoners. The trainees are our product.” The PIC views its “val ue
added” in ternms of its ability (and responsibility)

(1) to represent the views of its enployer “customers,”

(2) to transmt its custonmers’ needs and desires to the program

operators, and

(3) to see to it that those needs are net.
Assuring “custoner satisfaction” adds a new di nension to the strategic planning
and oversight roles that the PIC perforns as the “Board of Directors” of the
progranms. Custoner satisfaction has assumed far nore inportance than “neeting
U S. Departnent of Labor performance standards” as a benchmark for judging the
success of the |ocal enploynent and training prograns.

* The rel ationshi p anong the PIC nenbers, other |ocal enployers, and service
provi der agenci es has begun to resenbl e ot her everyday “business” rel ationships.
The PI C seeks to have its prograns become part of the wider business life of its
conmunity and to adopt the preval ent business culture. PIC nenbers who once
asked thensel ves, How can | use ny skills and insights to help this social
progranf?, are now nore likely to ask, Wat can the PIC prograns do for ny

busi ness, or for ny business friends and col | eagues?

* As “representatives of business,” these cutting-edge PICs support |oca

econom ¢ devel oprent efforts and ot her busi ness-backed causes. They are trying
to integrate thenselves into the business life of their conmmnities nore than

Pl Cs have done in the past.



* The cutting-edge PICs seek to serve a wider client base. They are no

| onger content to be concerned only about JTPA and JTPA's traditional client
groups. They have no strong desire to be identified with JTPA prograns or ot her
“anti poverty” prograns. (Some have even changed their nane.) This shift has been
evi denced by a hei ght ened concern about youth. Youth have replaced the adult

di sadvant aged j obseeker as the PICs’ primary target group in many cases. But
really any jobseeker is considered a proper client for these PICs.

* It follows that the cutting-edge PICs all actively seek multiple sources
of funds: government grants of all types, private grants, and fees for service
They consider their ability to attract, secure, and mx and match funding to
further their agenda to be one of their nost inportant “val ue-added” strengths.
Among ot her things, this allows themto serve a |arger and nore diverse group of
clients.

* In order to serve |arger nunbers of participants and offer thema nore
vari ed choice of services—and to better satisfy their enployer customers—the
cutting-edge Pl Cs have becone nore interested in the mai nstream educati on and
training institutions, which many PICs previously ignored in favor of community
organi zati ons or “in-house” operations. “Individual referral” of trainees to

al ready existing schools and courses has largely replaced specific “class-sized”
progranms conducted by the schools, private training organizations, conmmunity-
based organi zations, or PIC staff.

Pl C nenbers feel that if workforce devel opnent is a nationwi de problemand if

the solution to that problemrequires business input and support, then the PIC
shoul d concentrate its limted tine and attention on those institutions which
have | arge resources and whose prograns affect the lives of many. “Even if JTPA
were admnistered in the nost effective possible way, it would still be an

under funded, margi nal programaffecting a tiny percentage of |jobseekers who need
skills. The vocational schools and conmmunity coll eges serve a hundred tinmes the
clients that JTPA does. Let’s spend our time using, reform ng, changing, or
coopting these institutions so we can really make a difference,” many PIC
menbers woul d say.

* Greater interest in youth participants and in mai nstream school s has | ed
cutting-edge PICs to devote nore tinme and attention to school -to-work prograns,
busi ness-educati on partnerships, and business-1ed school reformthan PICs have
done in the past. Local education agencies have not al ways wel comed this

i ncreased attention, but the cutting-edge PICs are aware that cooperation is not
easy to cone by, and that change will be a long, slow process.

* The cutting-edge PICs believe strongly in program consolidation
stream i ning, and establishnment of one-stop career centers. They all strive for
i mpl enentation of the latest TQMtechni ques by their vendors and staff: staff
enpower ment, enphasis on customer feedback, continuous inprovenent of
operations, and use of electronic data networks to provide snmooth “user-
friendly” services. They are willing to dedicate staff and financial resources
to carrying out the boards’ specific agendas.

Needl ess to say, the cutting-edge Pl Cs express considerable self-confidence in
the correctness of their expanded roles and in their ability to carry them out.
They feel they have transforned thenselves into a new instrunment for devel opi ng
and i npl emrenti ng wor kf orce devel oprment policy to nmeet the country’s pressing
needs. They believe in what they are doing.



Di fferences

VWile they all espouse the same basic phil osophy and hold simlar views of the
probl ens they face, the cutting-edge PICs have gone about inplenenting their
agendas in two very different ways.

1. The Supermarket Approach

Sone Pl Cs have becone supernmnarkets of enploynent and training services. They
have sought resources from many diverse sources—naon-JPTA federal grants, state
and | ocal grants, and private fee-for-service arrangenents. They are actively
i nvol ved in the provision of services and have large staffs to carry them out,
al t hough they may contract sone services to other vendors. They believe that
control of the budget is key to their success and prestige.

These PICs serve as broad a client base as possible, not only the di sadvant aged
groups that historically made up the JTPA popul ation. They offer a very wi de
range of services, and consider thenselves the original nodels of the currently
popul ar “one-stop career centers.”

They often view thensel ves as being in conpetition with other |ocal vendors,
particularly for scarce resources. They spend nore tinme and energy (although not
necessarily nore noney) on marketing and sel f-promotion than nost traditional
PICs. And this clearly has paid off for them They point to |audatory
testinoni al s and repeat business.

They assert that their “customers” are enployers and that their “product” is
trained, notivated jobseekers. They are very solicitous of their “custoners” and
work hard at keeping themsatisfied, using all the |atest custoner surveying
techni ques. They pride thensel ves on “being a business,” and fitting into the

| ocal business culture; and they woul d deride nost governnent prograns as

exhi biting the bureaucratic culture of the Post Ofice, a trap they say they
have avoi ded. They assure quality outcones by virtue of direct control over
finances and operations, although these PIC boards are not necessarily

i ndependent |y incorporated thensel ves.

These PICs resist any identification with “social” prograns |ike JTPA or

wel f are—even t hough they receive those funds. They feel they are providing
needed services to their |ocal enployers, and that they have changed their inage
and service mx to neet the changi ng demands of their “market.” They are very
much a part of the |ocal enployer community, support its causes, and participate
inits econonm c devel opnent activities. They feel their future is secure so |ong
as they can continue to nmeet their customers’ needs. The nmpbst successful of
these PI Cs have gai ned consi derabl e recognition, market penetration, and support
fromthe | ocal business communities. They are truly integrated into the business
life of their areas in ways that nost PICs are not.

2. The “Mal| WNManager” Approach

In keeping with the previous retail metaphor, consider a shopping nall

| ndependent |y operated stores neet the demands of di sparate custoners by
provi di ng vari ous goods and services. Each store sets its own procedures,
targets its own nmarkets, and handles its own finances. The shoppi ng nal
managenent, in addition to renting space, provides certain conmon

servi ces—narketing, parking, utilities—and sets rules that govern all the
tenants. These rul es determ ne the nunber and types of shops that will be



al l owed, and to some extent influence the type of customers who will visit. (Is
this a Sears-type mall or a Bl oom ngdal e’ s-type nmal | ?)

VWhile many PICs are trying to becone supermarkets of services, a smaller nunber
vi ew t hensel ves as mall nanagers. They usually call thenselves sone variant of
“wor kf orce” or “enploynent” board.

These boards do not seek to expand the services they already operate directly.
In fact, some of themwant to give up or subcontract the services they do
provide, on the theory that it is not possible to be both a player and a referee
at the same tine (to introduce a different metaphor).

The boards describe thensel ves as planners, facilitators, program coordinators,
and overseers. Like the supermarkets, they feel that enployers are their prine
custoners and they have responsibility for transmtting the voice of their
custoners back to the various enpl oynment and training operating agencies and
ensuring that those agencies produce quality “products.” But they ensure that
quality by coordination and facilitation, not by direct control. They woul d
argue that there are many fine programs—each with a particul ar specialty—that we
do not need nore prograns to conpete with them the problemis tying the

exi sting prograns together in a coherent fashion

The nenbers of these PICs do not feel it necessary to learn the regul atory

m nuti ae of programfunding. That's not their value added. They feel that they
set the table at which the program managers can nmake their deals and resol ve
their conflicts. The PIC as the voice of the business custonmer will lend its
prestige to the snooth facilitation of these negotiations. Unlike the

super markets, which conpete for business (and may | ose), the boards are above
the fray. The relationship of the board to the prograns it coordinates is rather
subtle. It rests on the consent of the governed; on the acceptance of its

oversi ght by agencies which receive their funding el sewhere. The ol dest and nobst
successful boards are in Massachusetts, where they started in 1988. The
Massachusetts Regi onal Enpl oynent Boards ( REBs) have the foll ow ng

advantages in carrying out their oversight role:

* Strong support of the state government. The REBs are codified in state
statute and the official policy is to work through them A strong State Human
Resource I nvestnent Council gives them noney, technical assistance, and

conti nuous encouragenent. State bureaucracies |ike education and welfare are
forced to reckon with the REBs.

* Most REBs have an independent staff solely dedicated to carrying out the

facilitation and negotiation role of the board—a neutral broker not tied to any
one program or agenda and able to attend the endl ess neetings required of this

strategy.

* The REBs are very active in gathering and anal yzing | ocal | abor narket
data. They have devel oped very cl ear workforce devel opnment priorities based on

i ndustry needs and | ocal training capacity. As the “ knowers of the big picture,”
no i ndivi dual agency can chal |l enge them

* The REBs have been active in introducing el ectronic networking systens for
use in case managenent to track clients and expenses across nultiple agencies
and funding sources. This control of the data gives the REB an overvi ew of al

| ocal programs that it can use in strategic planning and oversight.



* The REBs have becone good at interagency politics. They have consciously
changed their agenda from one of defending JTPA to one of seeking the common
good; and over time this has been accepted by nost others.

Connecticut, New Jersey, and Texas have all begun to transformtheir PICs into
boards nore or |l ess along the Massachusetts nodel. Oregon has created

i ndependent |ocal “Wrkforce Quality Conmttees” not connected to PICs. The
state decided that since nost PICs directly operated prograns, they were
“players” and a new “referee” was needed. Most PIC nmenbers would say that this
di vi sion has not worked well. The workforce conmittees have had trouble

defining their roles and the state has been nuch | ess supportive day-to-day than
Massachusetts has been of its REBs. Sonme business nmenbers of PICs and workforce
conmttees are | ooking for a defensible rationale to nerge their groups

functi ons.

Based on this research, it appears that it is very difficult for PICs to becone
successful workforce boards on their own in the absence of state-level support,
al t hough sone are attenpting to do so. However, if workforce training and
education prograns are bundled into a flexible block grant, as now seens |ikely,
all the states will have to deal with the question of the proper role of |ocal-
| evel business comunities in the planning and facilitation of workforce

devel opnent when the restrictive federal rules and targeting are renoved. PICs
shoul d ready thensel ves for the com ng debate (or rather the com ng 50 debat es)
on this issue.

Concl usi on

There is general consensus that a skilled workforce is a critical prerequisite
to our country’s future econom c prosperity. The devel opnent and mai nt enance of
such a workforce is a task that demands efforts on the part of government,

busi ness, community groups, and individuals. Engagi ng the business conmunity in
meani ngf ul di al ogue with public policymakers and program admnistrators is
particularly inportant to the success of workforce devel opnment prograns.

Ef fective business input is needed in the areas of school-to-work transition
val idation of skill conpetencies, evaluation of training prograns, and
forecasting the needs of future |abor markets.

In addition, private business can nmake inportant contributions to the planning,
organi zati on, and “governance” of the nation’s workforce devel opnent “system”
especially to the current debates over stream ining, consolidation, and cost-
effectiveness.

In order to contribute to this ongoi ng dial ogue, however, a disparate |oca
busi ness comunity nust cone together to devel op and present conmon needs and
viewpoints in an effective manner. There is conpelling |ogic behind the

exi stence of |ocal, business-led boards or commttees which can work in
partnership with public officials and workforce program managers.

Since 1979, Private Industry Councils have sought to engage | ocal business

| eaders in the governance and oversi ght of one small piece of our whole

enpl oyment and training system As new issues have energed in the last 15 years,
training prograns designed to help only “di sadvant aged” workers have declined in
rel ative inportance and popul arity. This has pronpted sone PICs to direct their
attention toward new i ssues and concerns, such as school reform and incunbent
wor ker training and upgradi ng, and toward system c i nprovenents, such as the



establ i shmrent of one-stop career centers. PICs have begun to |l ook at their

m ssion in new and nore expansive ways, take on new responsibilities and
activities, and interact (though perhaps not always happily) with new public and
private partners. The PICs exam ned for this report show the variety of ways in
whi ch these changes have taken place. In all cases, these PICs have:

* Establ i shed legitimacy for their own existence and rol e anong all the
players in their local system Oher actors agree that the “board” has its place
and fulfills an inportant function in the schenme of things.

* Created a shared vi si on—anong busi ness peopl e and agency nanagers al i ke—ef
the nost inportant |ocal workforce issues and a shared strategy for addressing
t hem

* Establ i shed influence or control over the resources and policies of nore
than one | ocal workforce devel opment program

* Redi rected the enphasis of new or ongoi ng prograns in accordance with
their vision or their new strategic pl ans.

* Acted to nake the | ocal workforce devel opment system nore cost-effective,
nore busi ness-oriented, nore user-friendly, nore open, nore custoner-centered,
nor e inclusive.

* Est abl i shed uni form standards for eval uati on of program performance that
are generally accepted and fol |l owed.

NAPI C believes that for PICs to remain relevant actors in the workforce

devel opment system they nmust all nore or less follow the | ead of those PICs
profiled here. They nust educate, |ead, and represent their business
constituents in dealing effectively with the econom c challenges of the future

Recomrendati ons for Action

Al the nation’s Private Industry Councils will face dramatic changes in the
next two years. During 1996, the U S. Congress will alnost certainly legislate a
whol esal e overhaul of the country’s enploynent and training system partly in
response to the social and econom c “change drivers” mentioned above in this
report. Among other things, the new legislation will elimnate the Job Training
Partnership Act and with it the primary statutory basis for the existence of

Pl Cs. The new | aw may mandate the creation of |ocal “workforce boards,” or it
may | eave this decision in the hands of state governors; but in any case, there
is no guarantee that PICs will automatically become these new boards. In fact,
there are likely to be nore than a few contenders for the role. Therefore, PICs
wanting to thrive (or survive) in the future need to take acti on now.

The PICs profiled in this report have successfully dealt with major changes in
their local environnents. Although each has acconplished this in different ways,
their individual experiences provide useful [essons for PICs nationw de in
coping with the com ng upheavals. In particular, all PICs should take note of
the followi ng significant steps taken by the cutting-edge PICs:

1. Reexamination of the PIC s basic vision
The nost inportant action taken by the five cutting-edge PICs was to redefine

their view of thenmselves in |light of changed circunstances. They asked basic
guestions: Wy are we here? What is our reason for existence? What do we want to



do? What is our val ue added? They then went on to devi se new m ssion statenents,
goal s, and operating strategies to conformto their new vision. PICs everywhere
must now reexam ne their basic vision. There is no nore JTPA; both its
confortable certitudes and its annoying strictures are gone, as are all those
who woul d say “But we can’t do that!” It is time to think “outside the box.”

2. ldentification of the board s basic strengths.

VWhat “val ue added” does the PIC bring to the |ocal enploynent and training
systemthat is not dependent on JTPA funding and operations? PICs undoubtedly
have many strengths, including:

* Inti mate know edge of its |ocal econony, its present and future
| abor mar ket needs, and the specific needs of specific firmns.

* Connections and entre to the |ocal business community as well as its
ability to market to the business comunity, to sell themon an idea
or a project, to marshall their support.

* Influence with local and state policynmakers.

* Ability to be a neutral broker, to encourage and enforce program
cooperation, to be a bridge to econom c devel opnent and ot her
busi ness agendas.

* Prestige to represent the business customers of workforce
devel opnment programnms, identify their wants and needs, and provide
f eedback on performance of prograns and outconmes which can be the
basis for corrective actions and i nprovenent.

* Reput ati on for oversight of successful “businesslike” prograns.
3. Aggressive pursuit of new status.

Once the PIC has decided on a new mssion for the board, it should be prepared
to | obby vigorously for its acceptance by state and | ocal policymakers, opinion
| eaders, business groups, program operators, and community agencies. In the
absence of strong | obbying efforts on the part of its existing PICs, the state
of Oregon created new boards, separate from PlICs, because state policynakers
believed PICs could not (or did not want to) carry out the activities they had
in mnd for their local Wrkforce Quality Commttees. A PIC nust quickly
establish its “legitimcy” as a workforce board, if only as a way of show ng
that it has abandoned its old ways of thinking about itself.

4. Preparation for new operations and activities.

Wor kf orce boards may or may not have direct authority to operate prograns under
the new l egislation. In any case, the new board’ s relationship to program
operations will be quite different than in the past.

* Boards will no longer just be advisers or nentors to program

adm nistrators. They will have to insure that business is treated as the
wor kf orce devel opnent systenis primary customer, that business needs are
identified, and that prograns are shaped to nmeet them They will have to fit
into the local corporate culture and insure that their program agents do



i kewi se. They will have to |ink workforce devel opnment to economi ¢ devel oprent
and ot her broad busi ness agendas and concer ns.

* Boards will no |onger oversee just a single program They will need to
research the needs of the entire local comunity, prioritize them and allocate
scarce education and training resources accordingl y—always a delicate and
controversial task. They will have to coordi nate, coerce, and cajol e many

di fferent agencies and established institutions into accepting the board’ s
priorities and adjusting their progranms. They will have to establish a whole new
relationship with the |l ocal schools. The board will becone a neutral broker

adj udi cator, provider of technical assistance, and replicator of best practice.
The board will need its own dedicated staff support. PICs should begin

i medi ately to seek out, research, and engage the other education, enploynent,
and training agencies in their |ocal areas.

* The boards must become custoner-consci ous. The new wor kf orce devel opnent
systemw || provide service to any jobseeker or enployer in the community. The
ol d categorical progranms and their “significant segnents” will be gone. Training
wi Il becone nore custom zed and individually tailored, both for enployer and

j obseeker, than it has been in the past. Performance standards will be built
around custoner satisfaction. The board will have to neasure this and react to
it.

* The boards must beconme sal espeopl e and marketers. One of the nost

i nportant duties of the new boards will be to build a consensus of opinion
favorabl e to workforce devel opment progranms—a goal which has eluded PICs in the
past. This will involve convincing business skeptics of the worth both of the
concept of public-private workforce devel opnment and of the graduates of the
prograns thensel ves. Neither of these tasks has been performed particularly well
in the past; they remain a major challenge for the new boards.

Pl Cs nust begin now to plan how they will reorgani ze their menbership,
conmttee structure, staffing, and neeting agendas to accommodat e t he changes
in their adm nistrative and operational responsibilities that will be brought
about by the new |l egislation in new next few years.

Case Studies
Summar y

This study profiles five Pl Cs which have assuned a role in their communities
that is larger than that of overseer or operator of JTPA prograns. These PICs
have forned partnerships with other prograns and agencies to begin to create a
consol i dat ed wor kf orce devel opment systemin their service areas. They may have
taken on the responsibilities of governance, “convening,” strategic planning, or
oversight for many different prograns; or they may have been instigators and
operators of new prograns, devel opers of new fundi ng sources, or devel opers of
consol i dated “one-stop” service centers.

In late 1994, many Pl Cs throughout the nation exhibited one or nore of the above
characteristics. The choice of only five PICs for detailed study was determ ned
largely by a desire to provide instructive exanples of diverse nodels and to
ensure geographic representation. O course, the study’'s scope also was limted
by the resources available to nake site visits.

As the PICs’ “trade association,” NAPIC acquires considerabl e know edge of the



activities and status of PICs in the course of its regul ar day-to-day
operations. NAPIC s Board of Directors consists of 29 know edgeable PIC chairs
and nenbers representing a wide diversity of |ocal organizational arrangements
and operational styles.

A careful search of recent literature about ongoi ng changes in the nation’s
wor kf or ce devel opnent systemand in the roles of PICs was al so conducted. NAPIC
staff looked at PICs in the follow ng categories, ampong others:

. Regi onal Enpl oynent or Workforce Devel opment Boards created by independent
state legislation or as part of the devel opnent of State Human Resource
I nvest nent Councils encouraged by the Job Partnership Trai ni ng Anendnent s
of 1992. These were profiled in a study by the National Alliance of
Busi ness (NAB) in 1994.

. Reci pi ents of denonstration grants under the Job Training 2000 programin
1992. JT2000 encouraged local PICs to consolidate prograns, establish one-
stop centers, and explore the use of individual vouchers to expand the
servi ce choices available to clients.

. PICs in states which received federal One-Stop Inplenmentation Grants in
1994.
. O her one-stop centers established by states and localities as part of

program i nprovenent efforts, such as the Wsconsin Job Centers and New
Yor k' s GATEWAY proj ect .

. Local PICs in states which received School -to-Wrk |nplenentation Gants
in 1994, and cities which received |ocal school-to-work grants at the sane
time.

. PICs cited in a study of “exenplary PICs” by CSR Inc., a Washington

consulting firm conpleted in 1990 for the U S. Departnent of Labor

. Pl Cs/ SDAs cited in a study of energing one-stop centers by the Nationa
Governors Associ ation in 1993.

. Sites recomended by public interest groups, academ cs, and other “w se
persons” in the workforce devel opnent field.

Site visits of two to three days each took place between Decenber 1994 and March
1995. At each site, staff interviewed between 10 and 15 persons, including PIC
menbers and staff, |ocal elected officials, and representatives of |oca

busi ness, organi zed | abor, schools, comunity colleges, and social service
agencies. Appropriate state and federal officials with know edge of each site
were interviewed by tel ephone.

The maj or thene of each site report is how the Iocal PIC has noved to neet the
chal | enges and opportunities brought about by the trends that have affected the
country’s workforce devel opment system since PICs were created, particularly in
t he past seven years. These trends led to |l ocal conditions—different at each
site—that drove PICs to alter their mssion and goals, client and program m X,
and operational strategies.

* In Quincy, Massachusetts, the REB successfully assuned the role of the
board as envisioned, nore or |ess, under Massachusetts state law. Its story is a
| esson in how to exercise subtle power over agencies that receive their funds



from ot her sources. The REB does it by having dedicated staff, the tinme and the
inclination to schnmooze with other stakehol ders, the best information avail abl e,
excel l ent political instincts—evidenced not only by the staff but also by a
succession of chairs—and the strong support of an activist state administration
The question is whether a strong board can exi st wi thout these advantages,
especially the state vision and continued support. The aura of power is power.

* In New Haven, Connecticut, the desire of the PIC was to change existing
policies to inprove the quality of services provided by traditional agencies; to
change the service mx to better nmeet the needs of enployers and satisfy
econom ¢ devel oprment agendas; to enphasi ze services to youth (building on | ong-
standi ng good relations with the school system); and to consolidate services in
one |location for greater efficiency. In doing this, the PIC firmy reasserted
the authority of the PIC board over the SDA director and “comunity interests,”
and actively and successfully sought multiple new fundi ng sources.

* I n Kankakee Valley, Indiana, the PICis taking a proactive role in
initiating school reform It provides a forum where business can express its
concerns about existing schools and offer hel p and advice. Retirenents of
skill ed manufacturing workers and the fact that young peopl e are noving away
have made the community “el ders” fearful for the future. Mreover, the young
peopl e who stay around don’t have needed skills. The PIC has cone to see that

| ack of early education and skill devel opnment really cause the unenpl oynment
problemthat JTPA attenpts to fix. (There is also a tradition of limted

busi ness-education partnerships that the PIC wants to extend and strengthen.)
Studi es by NAB and ot hers nade busi ness and educati on comunities aware of their
conmon interests. The PIC s efforts are just beginning. Education people come to
meetings but do not totally enbrace the PICinitiatives. Mich work is still
needed.

* In Sunnyvale, California, NO/VAis the ultimte “supermarket” of workforce
services. The PIC oversees extensive grantsmanship and fee-for-service
activities, and insists that the operations are run in a way that reflects the
busi ness culture of Silicon Valley. NOVA tries to provide universal service for
adul t jobseekers and human resource consulting for firms. NOVA is fully
integrated into the business life of the community and has branched out to
endorse and participate in business causes and econom c devel opment projects,

| abor market studies, transportation studies, and the like. Al these new
directions for the SDA/PIC were driven by the type of econony it’s in, and by
the fact that it has had very snall allocations under JTPA Title Il1-A 1t had to
branch out to survive

* Eugene, Oregon’s story is one of living with a potential rival board set
up by the state. The lesson |learned here is that while there may be a need for a
| abor market board to referee fragmented enpl oynent and training prograns, it
may be a mistake to create another |ayer, especially a new other |ayer. The new
boy on the bl ock engenders hostility fromother contenders. In addition, if a
new board is created, its mssion nmust be clarified very precisely, and it nust
be supported with noney and prestige. Oregon state did neither. The new boards
are adrift, ignored, and in danger. The Eugene PIC is a supermnarket nodel. Can
it also be a board? It’'s too soon to tell

Sout h Coast al —Qui ncy, Massachusetts
Qui ncy, Massachusetts, is the lead city of the South Coastal Service Delivery

Area, which consists of 22 nunicipalities |located i mediately south of Boston
Much of the SDA is suburban and residential. Quincy itself is a blue-collar



conmuni ty of about 85,000 peopl e now being transformed by an influx of new jobs
in financial, technical, and service industries noving out of downtown Boston

In this century, the econony of eastern Massachusetts has experi enced boom and-
bust cycles in three major industries—textiles, defense/aerospace, and mni-
conputers. In each of these cycles, the state’s main conpetitive advantage has
been the skills of its relatively highly educated workforce (and its
concentration of universities and research facilities). State policymakers,
therefore, are continually concerned about updating these skills in order to be
able to catch the wave of the next industrial innovation. It follows that
Massachusetts is very receptive to new i deas about the delivery of education,
trai ni ng, and ot her workforce devel opnent services.

In the late 1980s, the mni-conputer “revolution” was at its height,

unenpl oynent in “mracle” Massachusetts was at a historic low, and the state was
suffering shortages of skilled technicians and other high-tech workers. State
officials realized that state and | ocal governments were spendi ng many hundreds
of mllions of dollars (nobody knew the precise anmount) on enpl oynent and
training prograns that were still not satisfying the econony’ s need for skilled
enpl oyees. A nunber of academic reports pointed out the confusing, fragnented,
and inefficient nature of an enploynent and training systeminvolving multiple
fundi ng sources, several |ayers of government oversight, and thousands of
service providers all locked in their own separate and noncommuni cative “silos.”

In 1988, Massachusetts becane the first state to legislate the creation

of state- and regional -level * supercouncils” to bring sonme order to this

di sorder. The 1988 statute transforned the state’s 15 Private Industry Councils

i nto Regi onal Enpl oynent Boards ( REBs), reconfigured their menbership, and
greatly increased their powers. In addition to their traditional role under

JTPA, the PICs/ REBs were now expected to exercise “planning and oversight”

functi ons over a whole host of local training prograns carried out by vocationa
hi gh schools, community col |l eges, adult education agencies, and many ot her
traditional service providers. The new rol e involved “review ng the prograns [of
t hese new agencies] prior to inplenentation” and the subm ssion of the REB s
conment s and/ or reconmendati ons back to the agency submitting the proposal and
to its funding source. Negative conments had to be addressed in witing before
any programcould be initiated or renewed by any state funding agency. REBs were
to devise an enploynent and training strategy linked to the needs of their

regi onal econony and to devel op “standards and objectives” against which to

revi ew i ncom ng proposals. The legislation specifically stated that REBs were to
review plans and prograns of all state and federally funded workforce education
enpl oyment, and training prograns that operated in their territories.

In exercising this review authority, it was very inportant that the REBs be (or
| east be seen as) inpartial and neutral referees. There was mnuch debate over
whether it would be a conflict of interest if the PICs/REBs continued to
“operate” JTPA programs in their new roles. The legislation did not address this
matter directly, but the state admnistration | ater began to actively di scourage
REBs from remai ning i nvol ved i n program operations—and particularly from sharing
staff with the | ocal SDA

The statute also created a powerful state council (called the MASSIOBS Council)
to oversee this new systemand to cajole or coerce non-JTPA state agencies to go
al ong. The MASSIOBS Council was reconfigured and its role was further enhanced
by subsequent legislation in 1991. At that tine it was given its own state-
funded “line-itenf budget and authority to hire its own staff as a separate



department of state governnent. In short, the council becane the governor’s
chief adviser on matters of workforce policy.

The MASSIOBS Council has beconme a very active (and sonewhat controversial)

pl ayer in state government since that time. It has devel oped new prograns and
redirected funding streans. It was instrunmental in Massachusetts’ receipt of
both a School -to-Wrk | nplenentation G ant and a One-Stop I nplenentati on G ant
fromthe federal governnent, each anmounting to over $10 million. It has
tirelessly preached its vision of a business-|ed, custoner-conscious,
consol i dated, flexible enploynent and training system which provides rel evant,
hi gh-quality services to all the state’s jobseekers and enpl oyers, whatever
their specific need. Most inportant, the MASSIOBS Council has spent the | ast
seven years singl e-m ndedly encouragi ng, publicizing, assisting, funding, and
regulating the state’s 15 Regi onal Enpl oynent Boards.

From 1982 to 1988, the South Coastal PIC s role was one of overseeing the area’s
JTPA program This programconsisted of a large “skill center,” adm nistered by
the city of Quincy, which conducted alnost all of its training and other
services “in-house.” The PICs own staff viewed itself as a watchdog on the

| ookout for msspent funds, irrelevant activities, and other bureaucratic
failings. Relations with the SDA staff were adversarial, of course. Even at that
time, some of the PIC s nmenbers were unhappy with their attenpts to m cromanage
progranms. They felt they were becom ng bureaucrats thensel ves, and that the
“val ue added” of the PIC nust lie el sewhere. Since the passage of the REB

| egislation in 1988, the PIC (now REB) has created an entirely new role for
itself.

The South Coastal REB feels that the original vision of the 1988 | egislation—the
mandate to review and conment on a multitude of enploynent and training
progranms—s unworkable. No part-time volunteer board nmenber coul d possibly have
sufficient know edge about the intricacies of a dozen different prograns and
agencies to be able to nmake neani ngful judgments about how best to coordinate
theminto a “seam ess” whole, the REB woul d argue. The REB cannot comrand and
control the Enpl oynment Service, vocational schools, or community coll eges any
nore effectively than it could control its JTPA skill center. The REB' s

val ue-adding role is nuch nore subtle.

The REB feels that the creation of a better-coordinated workforce devel opnent
systemis a goal accepted by al nost everyone involved, but few can agree on a
specific plan. The devil is in the details. The REB's primary role is to
facilitate cooperation anmong prograns and agencies. REB nenbers woul d say that
they try to establish an atnosphere of trust in which the experts fromthe

di fferent programs can work together. They describe thensel ves as brokers,
conveners, diplomats, negotiators, adjudicators, schmozers, and cheerl eaders.
They are not programexperts, nonitors, auditors, or grant recipients. In the
words of the REB director: “W effect change by persuasi on anong i ndependent
agencies, by participation in dialogue and consensus buil di ng between al
potential partners. This dialogue is what prevents the inefficient duplication
of prograns that would occur if everyone still lived in their independent silos—
whi ch woul d be the case if we were not here.”

To be effective in this role, the REB realizes that it nust adhere to the
follow ng principles and guidelines:

The REB must be inpartial and viewed as inpartial. It has worked very hard
for years to acquire a reputation for inpartiality and to build trust in



its neutrality. It tries to avoid taking sides in disputes between
agenci es and governs | argely by consensus.

The REB must be inclusive and open to all voices and opinions. This is
partly a matter of ensuring a diverse board nmenbership. Mre inportant,

t hough, the REB staff spends a great deal of effort gathering intelligence
about all the many progranms and agencies (and their politics) that deal
with any aspect of enploynent and training in its 22-town area. Al though
the REB has only 26 nmenbers, it co-opts “interested parties” at the drop
of a task force and has established standing conmttees to deal with its
nost inportant issues |ike education reformand school -t o-work.

The REB must espouse open and participatory deci sion making.

The REB must have an independent staff not tied to any one program or
fundi ng source. The South Coastal REB has nmade a consci ous decision to
invest in a staff to carry out the continuous work of dial ogi ng,
schrmoozi ng, and comunicating that this REB s style demands. The staff has
no operational duties or authority.

The REB's formal goals reflect its phil osophy of noninvol verent in program
operations. For 1995 there were four goals:

Coordination of the [entire] Job Training system

Education reform and i nprovenent of the region’s public educationa
institutions.

Establ i shnment of a public relations process to insure the public’s
awar eness of REB goals and activities.

Conduct necessary research on enpl oyer and client needs.

The REB' s research agenda has been hel ped by the priorities of the MASSIOBS
Council. In 1992, for the first time in the state’s history, the counci
produced a “Consol i dated Budget” of all the state and federal education and
trai ning funds being spent by all the prograns and agencies and the nunber of
peopl e they served in each service delivery area. The idea was to encourage the
state legislature to begin to | ook at workforce devel opnent as a whol e system
rather than as a conglonerati on of conpeting constituencies. It acconplished
that purpose, and it al so made individual REBs aware of the magnitude of the
resources that were available in each region and coul d be brought to bear on a
conmon probl em

The MASSIOBS Council al so required each REB to produce what was called a
“blueprint” of its regional economy. Based on |ocal, on-the-spot research, not
state-generated estimates, this blueprint listed “critical” industries suffering
| abor shortages and “emergi ng” industries whose demand for |abor would peak in
five years. It also included an inventory of present local training “capacity”
to be compared with the findings about enployers’ needs. The South Coastal REB
wor ked six nmonths producing its blueprint, which is used as its primary too

in reviewi ng training proposals and encouragi ng the devel opment of new course
curricula anong its various service providers and educational institutions.

Since 1989, the South Coastal REB has used its nonconfrontational, inclusionary
brokering activities to establish itself as a form dable presence in its |oca
trai ning scene, even though as a matter of policy it takes no grants, handles no
nmoney (directly), runs no progranms, and has a tiny staff.



The REB has created an identity independent fromthe JTPA program which is
still adm nistered by the city. In interviews, non-JTPA service providers and
agencies clearly distinguish between the “SDA” and the “REB” in ternms of goals,
functions, and powers.

The [ oud and consi stent support given the REBs by the state governnent has
i nvested themwith an “aura of power.” Local branches of state agencies viewthe
REB as a powerful friend with influence on Beacon Hll (the State House), and
woul dn’t want themto be a powerful eneny.

Therefore, REB support is actively courted by agenci es seeking funding from
the state. For conpetitive or controversial proposals, such support is
considered vital. According to a | ocal agency head: “If the REB says your
proposal fits into its overall plan, your chances of funding are nmuch greater.”

The REB is viewed as a major link to the business conmunity of the region
(That the current chair is an official of the chanber of commerce hel ps further
this inmpression.) This connection can produce know edge about job openi ngs and
hence pl acenents for an agency’s clients. It also can produce busi ness-comrmunity
support for public initiatives |like school-to-work prograns. Both private REB
menbers and public agency heads woul d describe the REB as a successful “bridge
bet ween the two sectors.”

The REB is viewed as one of the area’ s know edgeabl e sources of information
about the | ocal economy and its enpl oynent outl ook, a reason for its
consi derabl e i nfl uence over the devel opment of new training prograns.

The REB's relations with its JTPA adm ni stration have nuch inproved. In 1992,
after much REB urging, the SDA closed its skill center and now conducts no
training progranms directly (although its staff does performintake, assessnent,
and case managenment). All training is contracted to “outside” vendors, greatly
i ncreasing the range of choices available to the trainees. The REB i nfl uences
the choice of offerings as follows:

Each year the REB revises its blueprint of critical and energing

i ndustries. (The 1995 list included health and bi ot echnol ogy,

envi ronment al technol ogi es, and aquaculture.) Fromthis |list the REB
devel ops what it calls—after the 1988 | egi sl ati on—=st andards and

obj ectives” for funding training proposals, which include such things as
accessibility of training, cooperation between various agencies, training
in critical occupations, and so on

Fol I owi ng this general guidance, SDA staff produces a nunmerical scale to
eval uate proposals, sends out an RFP to its nany vendors, reviews the
responses, and nmakes recomrendations to the REB. Such cooperation between
the SDA and the REB woul d have been unt hi nkabl e before 1988. Today the REB
consi ders JTPA as only one of many prograns it’s concerned with and this
process as only one of its many agenda itens.

The REB has begun a major initiative in school-to-work prograns. Its interest
inthis topic dates to long before the state received a special inplenentation
grant. In late 1994, the REB conpl eted a needs assessnent and eval uation of the
school -to-work process currently existing at |ocal schools. The assessnent
identified needs in such diverse areas as curricul um devel opnent in el enmentary
school s, teacher training, increased use of work-based |earning techni ques, and
attention to out-of-school youth. The region’s |local school authorities (there



are 19 separate districts) acknow edge that the REB s stanp of approval is
needed before the business comunity will become involved. They hope that

the REB will actively encourage participation in school -to-work prograns and
identify appropriate enployers for inclusion in the school-to-work partnerships.

REB menber interest and participation have increased dramatically since 1990.
In interviews, nenbers agree that the REB's npbst inmportant role is to “focus
attention” on workforce training and to bridge the conmuni cati ons gap between
busi ness and government over this vital econom c issue. Menbers consistently
refer to defining the “big picture” and providing a “reality check” for the
bureaucrats. There is no interest in managing or monitoring individual prograns.

The South Coastal REB is a | abor market board. The concept of |abor narket
boards has becone popul ar recently as various states have sought to set up

vari ations of Human Resource Investment Councils and to expand the purview of
their local PICs. There is debate about whether |abor narket boards (sonetines
called “workforce investnment boards” or other variations of the nanme) can
succeed w thout strong and continuing state governnment support. In Quincy, there
is general agreenment that the state’s role was in fact vital, that the state’'s
encour agenment (and sometimes coercion) was a crucial factor in transformng the
state’s PICs into REBs, although not always in ways that the state planned or

i nt ended.

Formal state |egislation raised everybody' s awareness of workforce devel opnment
i ssues. The statute opened the m nds of the PIC business nenbers, showed them a
bi gger vision nore interesting to themand less filled with admnistrative
trivia. In South Coastal, this hastened the emergi ng decision to stop nitpicking
t he SDA program and focused attention on the w der world.

MASSJOBS Council pressure to “get out of program operations” nade the REB
di stance itself from JTPA and from conpetition with other agencies and funding
sources, and nade it possible for the REB to adopt its neutral convener/broker
role.

The MASSJIOBS Council gave small grants to REBs to hire “independent” staff not
tied to any one program This reinforced the inpartiality of the staff and gave
it the resources to pursue an information gathering, dialoging, networking
agenda.

The state-mandated “blueprints” forced REBs to exam ne their |abor market for
t hensel ves rather than relying on stale state information. It also forced REBs
to confront the |ack of relevant training capacity anong |ocal institutions and
to tackle the “training for jobs that don't exist” conplaint often made of
public enpl oynment prograns.

The state gave technical assistance. It conducted sem nars on how to be a good
REB—as defined by the state. It briefed and oriented new nenbers. It created a
ten-point “REB effectiveness criteria,” a clear vision of what a REB should and
could be. This was anot her eye-opener ampong | ocal REB nmenbers and staffs.

The state gave the REBs exclusive authority to approve a nunber of smal
di scretionary grants (the JTPA 8% educati on program and sonme others). This
increased their authority and stature in their communities, particularly anong
non- JTPA agenci es.

The MASSJIOBS Council publicizes REBs and their doings constantly—n panphlets



press conferences, legislative briefings, and neetings with policynakers. PICs
were a wel |l -kept secret; everybody in Massachusetts interested in workforce
i ssues or education knows about REBs.

Wor kf orce devel opment is high on the Massachusetts political agenda. The
| i eut enant governor personally chairs the MASSIOBS Council. REBs now have access
to “high places”; and people in high places listen to them

Al credit, however, does not belong to the state. Local PICs nust see sone
advantage to changing their famliar roles. And they nust do nost of the work.
Sone PICs, even in Massachusetts, have resisted the change. O hers cannot
convince their |ocal conmmunities that REBs have any value to add. Still others
are loath to give up control over program operations and detail ed fundi ng

deci sions. “The state,” a South Coastal REB nenber said, “has opened the

door. The REBs thensel ves had to wal k through.”

New Haven, Connecti cut

New Haven, Connecticut, popul ation 130,000, is a poor city in the nation’s
richest state. It conpares unfavorably with state averages in poverty rates,
unenpl oynent rates, and hi gh school dropout rates. Per capita incone is |ess
than two-thirds of the state average and the nunber of welfare recipients is
hi gh. Forty-eight percent of the city s population in nonwhite.

Once a prosperous manufacturing center—Eli Witney invented interchangeabl e
parts there in the nineteenth century—New Haven has | ost good jobs ever since
the end of World War 11. Sixteen thousand jobs were lost in the period from 1990
to 1992 alone. In the entire nmetropolitan area (popul ati on 450, 000), 21,000 jobs
were lost in the sanme period and only one nunicipality of the 14 in New Haven's
JTPA service delivery area gained any jobs at all. Recently there has been an
upsurge of econom c devel opnent in the bionedical and other technical fields,
bui I ding on the presence of several nmmjor universities and hospitals in the
area. Enployment opportunities in these fields, however, are dependent on skills
whi ch many of the area’s undereducated young people or |aid-off nmanufacturing
wor kers may not possess. This last problemaffects the entire Connecti cut
econony in the present time of rapid change.

In 1992, after a nunber of years of discussion and debate, the Connecticut state
| egi sl ature authorized by statute the creati on of Regional Wrkforce Devel opnent
Boards (RWDBs) to manage wor kforce devel opment policy and prograns in nine
substate areas coterm nous with the existing JTPA service delivery areas. The
RWDBs were designed to encourage consolidation and coordi nati on anong nany
education, training, and enploynent prograns fornerly funded and adm ni stered by
separate state and federal agencies. They were given the power to:

Assess regional needs and set priorities for services affecting the entire
wor kf orce, not just special populations.

Conduct planning for regi onwi de enpl oynent and training prograns.
Coor di nate such progranms to ensure that they are responsive to the needs
of enpl oyers and j obseekers.

Prepare an annual plan for addressing these needs.

Revi ew al | enpl oynent- and training-related grant proposals and pl ans
submitted to state agencies for consistency with the RADB s regi onwi de



strategy and to informthe concerned state agencies of the results of that
revi ew

The RWDBs were configured out of the state’'s existing Private Industry Councils
after much negotiation among state and | ocal agenci es over the exact details of
representation, appointnment authority, number and powers of the private-sector
menbers, and many other issues. A mgjor sticking point was the authority of the
PICs to continue to “directly operate” JTPA (and other) prograns once they had
been transfornmed into regi onal boards with authority to review and recomend
fundi ng of other agencies’ possibly conpeting activities. It was resol ved that
t he regi onal boards should not be allowed to directly operate any prograns
except in exceptional circunstances. By the end of 1993, all nine Connecti cut

Pl Cs agreed to this restriction and other changes. Wth a formal vote they
agreed to becone Regional Wbrkforce Devel opnment Boards and began to draft their
first regional planning strategies.

The several -year-1ong debate over workforce devel opnment boards encouraged the
New Haven PIC to rethink its mssion, goals, and programmati c operations in
rather dramatic ways in order to confront the new chall enges before it. However,
this was not the only inpetus to change that affected the PIC. There were a
nunber of others:

The “baby bust” phenonenon nmeant fewer young people entering the | abor force
School popul ati on had been declining for years. (In the ’'80s, New Haven actually
cl osed one of its three high schools.) The high dropout rate reduced the nunber
of school graduates even further, and even those could not be counted on to be
“job ready.” The |ocal business comunity began to feel, for economc as well as
soci al reasons, that substantial resources needed to be invested to “fix” the
school s and to “rehab” the preparation of the needed next generation of workers.

The New Haven SDA has al ways had excellent relations with its |ocal schools,
including a ot of cross-sharing of staff, joint grant proposals, and a notable
private-sector sumer jobs program

The irritating | ack of coordinati on anong job training prograns had becone
wor se and worse over the years. A needs assessnent survey conducted in |late 1993
anmong both enpl oyers and service providers identified “lack of coordination
anong agenci es” and “uncoordi nated job devel opnent activities” as the fifth and
sixth nmost “serious human resource problens that confront the New Haven area”
out of a list of 18 possible choices. Enployers were bothered by constant calls,
agency staff were bothered by turf-driven secrecy and isol ation.

In 1992, New Haven had received a federal Job Training 2000 Denonstration
Grant to set up a prototype “voucher” service delivery program which was
bel i eved to have been a great success. The experiment had four results:

(1)it increased the nunber and percentage of |jobseekers who were given
“individual referrals” by the JTPA program

(2) it greatly expanded the flexibility of choice of training progranms and
agencies available to clients,

(3) it gave the PIC staff experience in formally evaluating training
prograns and vendors—even vendors they had never dealt with before, and
(4) it freed the PIC from dependence on a handful of service providers
whose wi shes and capabilities had | ong dom nated the traditiona

“cl assroonf nodel of training provision

As the PIC developed its first regi onwi de workforce devel opnent plan after
becom ng a workforce devel opnment board, it carried out research about its |abor



mar ket, convened focus groups of stakehol ders, sent out surveys, and held board
menber retreats and public hearings. And in the process, it redefined its self-
i mage and basi c phil osophy.

The board adopted a new m ssion statenent:

The m ssion of the Regi onal Wrkforce Devel opnment Board of Greater New Haven is

to provide and direct policy for a regional integrated education, enploynment and
training systemthat is responsive to the needs of its customers, and [to] be a

facilitator of a workforce investnment strategy tied to the econom c growth of

t he region.

This sounds traditional, but the board went on to say:

“Customers” are defined as all current and future businesses and enpl oyers in
G eater New Haven.

The “systen? is defined as all organizati ons and agenci es that provide
educati on, enploynent and/or training to individuals.

The “product” that the system nust produce is defined as individuals who possess
basi c, occupational and attitudinal skills as necessary to attain and maintain
enpl oyment in the Greater New Haven area

The identification of enployers as “custoners” and jobseekers as “product” to be
delivered to customers is a serious departure fromthe traditional thinking of
the PIC, even nore so when coupled with the idea that the PI C/ workforce board
woul d devel op policies binding on all the |ocal education and training
institutions. The RADB feels it represents primarily the interests of enployers
and shoul d carry out policies which further those interests.

There is remarkabl e consensus about this anong the nenbers of the board, even
anmong those who represent | abor organi zati ons and soci al service agencies

dedi cated to helping the poor. It is clear in interviews with nenbers that the
wor kf orce board thinks of itself as the representative of these enpl oyer
“customers,” with a duty to seek out and nake known their w shes, neasure their
satisfaction with the “products,” and feed this information back into the
operating system Volunteering on the board becomes nore relevant to the
menbers’ business lives and concerns and | ess of a social duty. Menbers are nore
interested in how training prograns can help themand |l ess in how they can use

t heir busi ness perspective and oversight skills to help the prograns.

The board nenbers realize that operating prograns to ensure the satisfaction of
enpl oyer custoners inplies adopting a whol e new managenent strategy:

The RWDB nmust inprove its marketing and public relations to becone better
known to the business conmunity.

The board nust better define the custonmers’ specific (maybe narrow) skil
needs and encourage custom zed training to nmeet those needs.

The board nust assure a nore rational distribution of the resources under
its control anong the various service providers, even if this means
consol i dati on and defundi ng of duplicative prograns. It nust al so

di scourage turf battles and “Lone Ranger” attitudes anong providers.



The board shoul d encourage cooperative ventures anong many different
program providers, particularly if it leads to increased funding |evels

The board understands that JTPA is a small program serving a tiny
fraction of those in need. To increase its influence in the |abor market,
t he board needs to become much nore involved with | arge “nmainstreant
agenci es, such as schools and coll eges and the Enpl oynent Service, which
have | arge budgets and serve many peopl e. Assistance and i nprovenent of
those institutions” progranms should be a major goal

In the past two years, the New Haven RWDB has noved to carry out its agenda in a
nunber of ways:

* It nade a priority of agency staf f co-location and the electronic
i nki ng of agenci es which could not be co-Iocat ed.

* The board consolidated 11 different agencies at its inner-city
service center. It co-located its D slocated Wrker Programwth the
Enpl oynent Service at a suburban site.

* The New Haven SDA made considerable investnent in a state-of-the-art
conput eri zed case managenent and record keepi ng system The
wor kf orce board uses the promise of free access to this on-line
system as an incentive to other |ocal service agencies to
participate in its “no-wong-door” strategy.

The board changed its target-group priorities. Training and education of at-
ri sk youth and dropout prevention are now considered nore inportant than service
to lowincome adults, the I ong-term unenpl oyed, or dislocated workers.

In keeping with the above, the board insisted on a new m x of program delivery
strategies. Basic skills training, pre-apprenticeship prograns, and school -t o-
work activities are enphasized for youth, while adults receive on-the-job
training and special “custom zed training” designed to specific enployer
speci fications. Few resources are put into traditional “class-sized” training
progranms. Al nost all adults get individual referrals to mainstreaminstituti ons—
vocational schools, comunity coll eges, adult education classes—after
assessment. The RWDB' s own staff conducts no training, but does performintake,
assessnment, and case nmanagenent functions.

The board has been aggressive in pursuing additional funding sources to
conpl ement JTPA, JOBS, EDWAA Discretionary, and ol der worker funds. Funds under
the direct control of the RADB have tripled to $9 million since 1993. Recently
awar ded special grants include the foll ow ng:

* One of the dozen or so local -level school -to-work grants gi ven out
by the U. S. Departnent of Labor nationw de.

* A Youth Fair Chance Grant, also fromthe federal |abor departnent,
to build a center for intensive, holistic services to severely at-
risk youth in an inner-city nei ghborhood

* A Youthbuild Gant fromthe U S. Departnent of Housing and U ban
Devel oprment. Yout hbuil d teaches young people crafts skills by
engagi ng themin comunity devel opment work and housi ng
rehabilitation.



Connecticut was one of the original six states which received One-Stop
I mpl ementation G ants in 1995. New Haven is one of the first two local sites
chosen by the state to pilot this concept, which will expand on already existing
co-location and el ectronic |inkages between the Enpl oynent Service and ot her
training providers to enhance the no-w ong-door philosophy. The intricate
di pl omacy required to set up this one-stop career center has recently consuned
much tinme and attention of board nenbers and staff.

The New Haven Regi onal Workforce Devel opnent Board’'s ideas about its proper role
continue to evolve. In keeping with its “enpl oyer as custoner” philosophy, sone
menbers feel strongly that the board should becone nore involved in the
collection and analysis of “real and relevant” |abor market data, enpl oyer-based
skill standards, and high-profile marketing to increase its penetration of the
consci ousness of the business conmmunity. These nenbers al so support stronger

but as yet unrealized, |linkages with econom c and community devel opnent

efforts. O hers feel that the board should encourage and subsi dize training
prograns devel oped and nmanaged directly by private enployers for jobseekers whom
the firns would then enpl oy—kind of an “QJT Pl us” approach

Unl i ke the Regi onal Enpl oynent Boards in nei ghboring Massachusetts, New Haven’'s
board has not yet devel oped into the exclusively policy-making, neutral, “honest
br oker” envisioned by the spirit of the 1992 state |egislation. Menbers and
staff are nmuch involved in program pl anni ng and subcontracting, if not direct
program operation. The recent shower of new special-grant riches has nade this
pr obl em wor se, even though all the special prograns are designed as

col I aborative partnerships of multiple agencies. In New Haven, board nenbers
woul d argue that it is politically inportant to control sone funds directly.
“Money casts a solid shadow and guarantees a seat at any table,” they m ght say.
How this will affect the board s authority to influence prograns supported in no
part with the board’s own funds is yet to be tested.

Nonet hel ess, the New Haven Regi onal Wbrkforce Devel opment Board feels it has
made | ong strides away fromthe old staff-driven, JTPA-oriented PIC of three
years ago and that its enployer-centered, activist strategy prepares it well for
t he econom c chal | enges of the ’90s.

Kankakee Val | ey—Val par ai so, | ndi ana

The Kankakee Valley (KV) Service Delivery Area consists of six counties (Porter
Laporte, Starke, Newton, Jasper, and Pul aski) in the northwest corner of

I ndi ana, bordering both Illinois and Lake M chigan. The SDA does not include
Gary, the nost populous city in the region, although the state of Indiana
includes it in the Gary-Hamond- East Chicago Standard Metropolitan Area for
statistical and econom c devel opnent pl anni ng purposes. The Kankakee Val | ey SDA
has a population of a little over 300,000 spread over a large area, with
concentrations in four md-sized cities of between 25,000 and 35, 000 peopl e.
Less than 10 percent of the population is nonwhite.

Al though the area is nostly rural, manufacturing dom nates the econony,

enpl oyi ng al nost 30 percent of the |abor force. There are many small diversified
firms. The area’ s |argest enployer, however, is Bethlehem Steel, which has a
maj or plant along the |ake shore. The SDA' s econom c fortunes have traditionally
been tied to the industrial “rust belt” that stretches from Chicago to Detroit.
This area was hard hit in the 1970s and 1980s. In 1983, the first year of JPTA

i mpl enent ati on, the Kankakee Vall ey’ s unenpl oynment rate was 14 percent. Even
today, its workforce is aging (one-half is over 40) and undereducated (one-third
of all adults lack a high school diploma). In interviews, business and community



| eaders often express concern that young people are | eaving the area and that
experienced retirees are hard to repl ace

Kankakee Val | ey Wor kforce Devel opnent Services, the JTPA adm nistrative agency,
reports to a governing board conposed of elected officials representing each of
the SDA's six counties and its four major cities. In 1994, KV Wrkforce

Devel opnent Services had a budget of $3 nillion and served about 1,500 clients
in adult, youth, dislocated worker, and wel fare enpl oynent prograns. The Private
I ndustry Council is incorporated, although not the grant recipient or

adm ni strative entity, and has al ways been very active in setting policies and
operational priorities.

In the md-1980s, faced with near-depression-|level unenployment, the KV PIC
concentrated on adult progranms that produced quick job placenments. Services to
youth were given low priority. Any skill training that was provided was entirely
contracted to vocational schools and other |ocal agencies. KV never did much
training “in-house” and hence never cane to be viewed as a conpetitor of the
establ i shed educational institutions—a fact which proved to be an inportant
asset when the PIC [ ater becane interested in school reform

By the late 1980s, prosperity had returned to the rust belt. Unenpl oynent in
1989 was down to 5 percent, |less than the national average. Restructured

i ndustries were conpetitive again. But the shock had taken its toll. The PIC
began to see nore “difficult” clients— obseekers who | acked basic skills,
notivation, or work experience, for whomthe SDA s pl acenent-oriented prograns
could do little. Unlike in the past, the “old” jobs had not cone back after the
downturn, and the “new’ jobs required skills and attitudes that the PIC did not
have the tine or resources to inpart. Faced with a problemit could not solve
al one, the PIC began to take an interest in the wi der arena of workforce
educati on and devel opnment in its |l ocal conmunities. Eventually this interest
would lead the PIC to redefine its basic mssion and to becone heavily invol ved
i n school reform business-education partnerships, and school -to-work prograns.
Thi s change was gradual, however, and evol ved over sone timne.

In 1991, the PIC joined with the Northwest Indiana Forum a regional econonic
devel opnent agency, to comm ssion a study by an independent consulting firmon
the future of the regional econony. Besides identifying |ocal growth industries
and their enployment needs, the study’ s findings echoed those of many nati onw de
reports of the tine: New technol ogy and gl obal conpetition are drastically
changi ng the nature of the American workplace, and mainstream Ameri can students
are not being adequately prepared by traditional schools to survive in the new
wor ki ng environnent. In particular, the report urged schools to
“ (1) open avenues for post-high school training,

(2) construct career |adders for key occupations,

(3) inprove conmuni cation between the academ ¢ and busi ness

comuni ties, and

(4) develop curricula that is nore relevant to job needs.”
In the KV area, there was an established vocati onal educati on system and many
exi sting individual school -business partnerships. The | abor market study called
for a reexam nation of the effectiveness of these traditional arrangements.
There were prograns and courses, but there was no coherent system There were ad
hoc agreenents between a single conmpany (Bethlehem Steel, for exanple) and a few
| ocal schools, but there was no easy way to transfer what was | earned through
these agreements to other firnms or other schools. And there was no way at all to
institutionalize comunication between the broader business and education
communi ti es about common needs and concerns.



In 1992, the PIC hired the National Alliance of Business to further investigate

t he probl em of building better school -busi ness partnerships. NAB interviewed

over 300 individual business, education, and community | eaders throughout the KV
area to ascertain their perceptions of the |ocal workforce devel opnent and
educati on system NAB summarized its findings in four mgjor areas:

The quality of the current workforce was high, but enpl oyers expressed
concern about retirenents and about the skills of younger workforce
entrants.

Future jobs would require workers to possess not only higher technica
skills but also a foundation of basic know edge and skills in anal ytic
t hi nki ng, deci sion naking, and working in teans.

Bot h busi ness peopl e and educators agreed that the school system faced
significant challenges to becom ng responsive to present demands. School s
had not only to offer nore current know edge, but also had to offer it in
a way that students could readily accept.

Conmunity |l eaders articulated a vision for a future educati on systemthat
enphasi zed flexibility, creativity, and community-busi ness-education
partnershi ps to address the i ssue of devel opi ng and mai ntai ning a
conpetitive workforce

There was not hing dramatically new about these views. But the fact that they
were expressed by |ocal |eaders—not just outside consultants and academ cs—
forced everyone to admt to the inportance of |ocal workforce devel opment

probl ens and hel ped to create a sense of shared responsibility for their
solution. In addition, this project greatly increased the visibility of

the KV PIC in the eyes of the many conmunity | eaders involved and gave the PIC
its first experience in a newrole as community convener and representative of
t he busi ness comunity on | arge workforce devel oprment i ssues.

By 1994, the PIC had reached an internal consensus that its m ssion ought to be
far broader than the sinple oversight of JPTA prograns which, although val uabl e,
were not sufficient to solve the recently identified deficiencies in the |oca
wor kforce. In the sunmer of that year, the PIC (which by now had changed its
nane to the Kankakee Val | ey Workforce Devel opnent Council) convened two hal f - day
regi onal planni ng workshops of over 75 |ocal business, education, comunity, and
el ected “stakehol ders” to attenpt to “devel op a shared vision about workforce
devel opnent, identify issues, establish shared roles and partnershi ps and

pl an specific action steps.” Each group of stakeholders identified specific
areas where the support of other stakehol ders was needed in order to nmake a
significant contribution to a conprehensi ve workforce devel opnment system For
exanpl e, educators requested that businesses becone change agents, create nore
openi ngs for student apprentices and interns, adopt high-perfornmance workpl aces,
and strongly encourage business invol vement with schools and specific prograns.
Busi ness, in turn, requested that educators devote nore attention to noncoll ege-
bound students, accept the idea that businesses can in fact teach val uable

| essons to students, update student gui dance prograns to provide a nore
realistic view of future enploynment, and involve business in the devel opnent of
certification standards for graduates’ skills.

Conmuni t y- based organi zati ons and | ocal post-secondary institutions also took
part in this process of nutual needs identification. Not every idea was accepted
as practical or even possible, but in the words of one participant: “A whol e | ot
was put on the table. Mdre than ever before.” The entire group agreed that its



main mssion was to “. . . create a globally conpetitive and dynam c workforce
for [our] enterprises and conmunities, through a coll aboration anong busi ness,
education, |abor and government . . .” and that this should be acconpli shed

t hr ough seven specific strategies:

Create a shared workforce devel opnment focus and a commitnent to change
t hr oughout the region.

Sust ai n and strengthen busi ness-educati on partnershi ps and comunity
col | aborati ves.

Devel op an efficient regional |abor nmarket exchange system
Identify options relating to educational restructuring and innovation

Devi se and i npl ement strategies that inprove individual attitudes towards
wor k and enhance the quality of life.

Encour age | ocal planning that supports [our] vision.

Identify and respond to rel evant trends affecting workforce devel opnent
pl anni ng, such as denographics, energing markets and transportation and
m gration patterns.

Wth the support of other community stakehol ders, the KV PIC has subsequently
enbraced these strategies as its new mission and has commtted itself to
becomng a primary “catalyst” in inplenmenting them In doing so, it has invented
a whole newrole for itself. The PIC now feels its appropriate role is to focus
on | ong-term workforce devel opment strategies for its region, rather than to
concentrate on any one programor intervention. This includes a nunber of

new activities, quite different fromthe PIC s traditional agenda

An enphasi s on informati on exchange about workforce needs, both within the
busi ness comunity and between busi ness and ot her stakehol ders.

A deliberate strategy to identify successful prograns and to replicate
t hem t hroughout the PIC s geographically large territory.

An ability to be the “neutral” convener that can encourage other
st akehol ders and partners to cone together to discuss conmon needs and
pr obl ens.

A need to focus on outcones rather than on the m nutiae of program
operations or curriculumdesi gn—as governnment agencies tend to do if left
to thenselves. A desire to set standards and hold schools and service
provi ders accountable for final results.

A willingness to support—not conpete w th—-ocal mainstream educati onal
institutions: to organize and rationalize the many existing ad hoc

busi ness-educati on partnershi ps that have grown up over the years; to
provide role nodels for students and up-to-date information for guidance
counsel ors; to give schools feedback on their performance; and, of course,
to encourage businesses to hire | ocal graduates and provide themwth
life-long | earning opportunities so they don’t have to | eave the area to
get ahead.



The PIC feels that as the organi zed representative of the |ocal business
conmuni ty—n effect, its human resource departnment—t is uniquely qualified to
successfully carry out these activities. Since the “stakehol der neetings” of
1994, PIC staff has begun to take a nunber of practical action steps toward
realizing the new goal s:

The PI C has established Career Pathways, a program which has placed PIC funded
career counselors in seven area high schools and provided sunmer job shadow ng
opportunities for 26 teachers from 13 hi gh schools in 1995. The PIC has al so set
up special semnars for teachers and counselors on the future of the |ocal |abor
mar ket and on the use of the national SCANS skills conpetencies and how to
incorporate this information into regular classroominstruction.

PIC staff is preparing a directory of all regional workforce devel opnment
resources, which will be nmade avail able to jobseekers and students over an on-
line electronic bulletin board called CareerNET.

The PIC has received a state grant to help set up a formal school -to-work
initiative. A planning conference anong relevant partners was held in the spring
of 1995.

A one-stop career center has been opened in one denonstration site in the SDA
with special funding fromthe state

The PI C has provided support and encouragenent to ten new school - busi ness
partnershi ps throughout its SDA in the past year

The KV PIC realizes that it has just begun. Schools and ot her educationa
institutions are still wary of the PIC s new enbrace. The PIC knows that it nust
broaden the base of support for its new activities, strengthen its credibility
anong its existing partners, and bring new partners to the table. Further

di scussions are necessary to identify unspoken agendas and underlying fears
among all groups. (One of the PIC s stated action itens is to “provide technica
assi stance in conflict resolution and group decision-naking” to its new partners
and confreres.)

The KV PIC certainly considers itself to be a | abor market board. Its nenbers
describe its beliefs, goals, and activities in terns remarkably sinmlar to those
used by the nenbers of the workforce boards in Massachusetts and Connecti cut.

But there is an inportant difference. I n New Engl and, workforce boards were
created by state governnents which inposed their vision on the local PICs
through direct action. These states, therefore, have a vested interest in
supporting the boards and seeing them succeed. In contrast, the KV Wrkforce
Devel opnment Council evolved on its own with little state support—er even

acknow edgrment. (It is fair to say that the Indiana state government has al so
not opposed or hindered the devel oprent of |ocal workforce boards.) In the
Kankakee Val |l ey, the practical m dwestern business PIC nenbers saw that

changi ng | ocal economc trends required a changed response and slowy devised a
new action agenda. In the absence of state authority to back it up, the KV PICs
assertion of broad oversight responsibilities over its entire workforce

devel opnent system has necessarily been soft-spoken. Mich nore is said about
support and assi stance than about consolidation and eval uati on when the PIC
deal s with non-JTPA agenci es. D plonmacy and di al ogue are paranount operating
techni ques—as they are for the successful New Engl and boards as well. Even

wi t hout state support, the KV PIC enjoys a nunber of advantages which will help
it assune its broader collaborative role:



PI C menbers are united behind their new direction. The PIC chair describes
“di scussion, but no armtw sting” anong PIC nenbers to achi eve consensus on
nmovi ng forward.

The KV PIC enjoys good credibility—built up over many years—aith the | oca
busi ness community. The PIC can say with confidence that it represents the needs
and wi shes of the private sector, and that it knows nore about those needs than
anyone else. The PIC has no rivals anong ot her business groups for the role it
has set for itself. Local chanbers of comrerce are supportive of the PIC s
interest in workforce issues, and the Northwest |ndiana Forum concentrates on
econom ¢ devel opnent in a three-county area, its efforts focused primarily in
Lake County, which is outside the KV SDA

The PIC s staff and prograns enjoy an envi able reputation for conpetence and
successful performance.

Both staff and PI C menbership are renmarkably stable. People have been around
| ong enough to fully understand both the problens and the agendas of others.

KV's public-private partnership is strong and stable and considered a
cornerstone of the organi zation. Local elected officials support the PIC and
its activities are free from*“big-city” politics. No coups are threatened.

The KV SDA administration never operated its own training progranms. Hence it
was never a conpetitor with [ocal schools and other service providers for funds
or clients. This gives credence to the PIC s claimof being neutral and
i ncl usi ve.

The PI C created awareness of workforce devel opnent probl ens anong ot her | oca
st akehol ders in a nonconpl ai ni ng, nont hreat eni ng way. Asking 300 people for
their views assured that the resulting problem statenment woul d have wi de
accept ance.

The KV PI C does face a nunber of obstacles, however. It is a relatively snal
organi zation with a relatively small budget conpared to those it seeks to

i nfluence. Its funding base is narrow and encunbered with restrictions as to its
use. In the absence of state support, the PICis alnost totally dependent on
federal grants, which nmay or may not be stable in the long term Federa
dependence tends to undermine the PICs claimthat it has strong support of

| ocal businesses and other potential sources of cash.

It is said that the |ocal education comunity, “below the level of the top

adm ni strators,” remains unconvinced of the PIC s vision. Sone teachers stil
say that workforce preparation is “not ny job, not ny problem” As the PIC
begins to refine its agenda and to define the specific steps it wants others to
take, resistance is sure to grow. The PIC knows it needs sonme quick “trophies”
to enhance the credibility of its newrole (and its clout) in the conmunity. An
econom ¢ downturn could turn business attention to other concerns.

Nonet hel ess, the KV PIC has beconme a workforce board. It has adopted a new

m ssion, a new strategy, and a new vision of itself in order to respond to what
it considers inportant econom c concerns in its comunity. It has no state
mandate, but no state restrictions either. Because of that, the KV PIC s
experiences may be nore relevant to the majority of existing PICs

nati onwi de than those of the state-created workforce devel opnent boards.

NOVA—Sunnyval e, California



The NOVA Service Delivery Area, |located about 40 miles south of San Francisco
consists of the California cities of Cupertino, Los Altos, Muntain View, Palo
Alto, Santa dara, and Sunnyval e. (The name NOVA cones from NO'th Santa dara
VAl | ey.) The SDA has a popul ati on of just over 400,000 and conprises the
northern third of Santa C ara County, whose total popul ation is approxinmately
1.5 mllion. The entire area is growing rapidly; Santa Cara County’s popul ation
i ncreased by over 20 percent between 1980 and 1993.

NOVA is in the heart of Silicon Valley. Its econony is dom nated by firms which
manuf act ure conputers, computer-rel ated equi pnent, and ot her high-tech hardware—
much of it defense related. Lockheed/Martin M ssiles and Space Conpany and

Hewl ett - Packard are the area’ s | argest enployers, and Appl e Conputer

Westi nghouse, TRW National Sem conductor, Intel, and other nationally known
firms have a major presence. In addition, there are literally thousands of

smal ler firms that provide specialized manufacturing, research, and professiona
services to the industry | eaders.

The workforce of Silicon Valley tends to be young, well educated, and affl uent.
Forty-five percent of the popul ation of Sunnyval e—NOVA' s | ead city—have a
col | ege degree; 40 percent work in nmanagerial or professional jobs; and the

nmedi an househol d i ncone in 1990 was over $50,000. Less than 6 percent of the
popul ation live in poverty. The valley s econony booned in the 1980s;

unenpl oynment in Santa Clara County fell fromal nost 8 percent in 1983 to under 4
percent in 1988. But the electronics industry slowed in the '90s and the end of
the Col d War brought significant cutbacks in defense spending. By 1995,

unenpl oynent has risen to over 7 percent.

Under the Conprehensive Enpl oynent and Training Act (CETA), what is now the
NOVA SDA was part of a larger “prime sponsor,” which enconpassed all of Santa

C ara County and was adm nistered by San Jose, the area’s largest city. In 1976
the city of Sunnyval e reached the requisite popul ati on of 100,000 and becane its
own enpl oyment and training services admnistrator, with its own staff and an

i ndependent budget. Wth the passage of JTPA in 1982, Sunnyval e provided the

| eadership for five of its neighboring towns to join with it in the creation

of NOVA. The NOVA Private Industry Council was established at this tine.

NOVA operates within a traditional SDA structure. The city of Sunnyval e

recei ves, disburses, and accounts for all of NOVA's grants and ot her resources
The PIC is unincorporated. NOVA' s staff are nunicipal enployees. There is no
“consortiumof mayors” as in many multicity SDAs. Sunnyval e s nei ghbors have
entrusted it with sole responsibility for enploynment and training program

adm nistration in their jurisdictions. In exchange, the city has assumed sol e
liability for proper expenditure of the funds whi ch—-because of huge subsequent
grom h in NOVA s revenues—accounted for over 8 percent of Sunnyvale's entire
muni ci pal budget in 1994.

Sunnyval e’'s political leaders justify this considerable investnent in enpl oynment
and training services in ternms of its econom c devel opnment potential. Sunnyval e
does not offer subsidized land or utilities or special tax breaks to entice new
firms to nove into its area. It does, however, consider its ability to offer
sophi sticated training and human resource devel opnent services to firms seeking
a skilled workforce to be a major marketing advantage. To do this, the

city relies extensively on the expertise of the NOVA PIC, which exercises
effective control over both the policy and the day-to-day operations of NOVA' s
progranms and which over the years has created an operation that provides



val uabl e and hi ghly regarded wor kforce devel opnent services to the region’s
| arge and small enpl oyers.

In the md-1980s, unenploynent in Silicon Valley fell dramatically as high-tech
start-up firnms created thousands of new jobs. As a result, NOVA s allocations of
JTPA funds based on unenpl oynent and poverty | evels were severely reduced. (They
remain small today. In terns of Title Il and Title Il formula funding, NOVA is
the second smallest SDA in California.) Funding fell alnost below the |eve
needed to maintain a viable adm nistrative organi zati on, nuch | ess provide

meani ngf ul services. Pressure nounted for NOVA to give up its independence and
rejoin a larger, countywi de SDA. Meanwhil e, |ocal enployers were desperate for
workers. Cearly, the PIC needed a new mi ssion, one nore attuned to the
realities of its local econony.

The Silicon Valley enploynent environnent is highly volatile. Entrepreneurs
start firms to exploit new technol ogi cal devel opnments and market products which
may becone obsolete within a few years (as anyone who has ever bought a persona
conputer already knows). Gowing firnms recruit skilled workers and technicians,
conpensate them highly, give themfreedom and “enpowernment,” and generally try
to build an informal, collegial, famlylike atnosphere in the workplace. But
conpetition and new i nnovati ons often force the |ayoff of workers with highly
speci al i zed know edge when at the sane time other nearby firnms may be seeking
enpl oyees with slightly different sets of specialties. The sanme pattern occurs
as well anmong mlitary contractors who ranp up enpl oynent after wi nning a big
bid, only to downsize when the work is conplete or the Defense Depart nent
changes its priorities. Helping both firms and jobseekers deal effectively with
this churning | abor market—hiring, laying off, retraining, rehiring—has becone
NOVA's primary activity in the last ten years. And NOVA has been remarkably
successful at it.

In 1982, NOVA's overall budget was $2.2 nillion, alnost all from JTPA formla

al l ocations. That year, the agency served 2,000 clients with a staff of 16. In
1995, NOVA' s budget was $16.0 nillion, of which $2.4 million was from JTPA
formul a all ocati ons ($800,000 of that was for summer youth). The agency plans to
serve 9,000 jobseekers (of which a few hundred are Title Il eligible) and has a
staff of 107.

Thi s enornmous increase in NOVA' s resources has conme from nmany di sparate sources—
NOVA staff are acconplished grant witers—but mainly fromthese three

(1) Federal and state discretionary dislocated worker grants,

(2) the Defense Conversion Program and

(3) fee-for-service paynents fromlocal firnms, which have accounted for 10

to 20 percent of the agency’ s budget in the last five years.
Def ense conversion grants have becone particularly inportant in recent years as
reduced mlitary needs have precipitated major layoffs in a nunber of
i ndustries. (Between 1990 and its merger with Martin Marietta in 1995, Lockheed
reduced its workforce in Sunnyval e by 13,000 enpl oyees or al nost 40 percent.)
NOVA has al so been a recipient of innovative dislocated worker grants fromthe
state of California. These grants are targeted at an entire industry—n this
case, the electronics industry—+ather than at one specific downsizing firm NOVA
has used these grants to help workers caught in the roller-coaster enploynent
pattern comon to this industry.

NOVA calls its basic service package “STAR " for Skills Testing, Assessnment and
Re-enpl oynent. 1t provides laid-off workers (and the econom cal |l y di sadvant aged)
with an in-depth assessnent designed to help the client identify his or her

underlying skill conpetencies which nmay be transferable to other jobs in simlar



firms or industries. This is particularly useful to overspecialized high-tech
wor kers who may not know how to market thenselves using the |atest technica
term nol ogy and buzz words. High-tech enployers often believe, erroneously,
that their skill needs are uni que. The STAR assessnent process hel ps workers
translate their existing skills into terns that a new enpl oyer will understand
and accept.

Jobseekers who need training are provided with individual referrals to comunity
col l eges and other local training agencies or to on-the-job training with
potential enployers. Cients are trained in job seeking skills and enrolled in
“job club” self-help groups. Case managenent services are provi ded throughout
the entire transition to reenploynent. Al though NOVA contracts with | oca
conmuni ty col |l eges, training vendors, and the Enploynent Service to facilitate
this process, the basic STAR services are provided by its own staff. Under
contract with GAIN, California’ s job training programfor welfare recipients,
NOVA al so provi des speci alized assessnment services

VWen STAR was started, unenploynent in the area was very |low, and NOVA s
services were valuable to enployers who wanted to recruit the few disl ocated
wor kers that were available. Mre recently, as slowdowns in the el ectronics
busi ness and defense downsi zi ngs produced | arger nunbers of potential |aid-off
wor kers, NOVA becane known for its success in designing and operating

out pl acenent prograns. Local firns even contract with NOVA to provide those
services when their own enpl oyees cannot neet the guidelines for federa

di sl ocat ed wor ker prograns.

The size and success of NOVA' s outpl acenent and reenpl oynent prograns have nade
it a major player in workforce devel opnent activities in its |ocal econony. Over
time, NOVA has expanded the range of services it provides to the |ocal business
conmmunity. It conducts research on future | abor market trends and the skills
which will be needed for future jobs. It encourages and funds the devel opnent of
training courses in new industries, such as bio-tech, in partnership with |oca
educational institutions, and it participates in econom c devel opnent activities
wi th | ocal business groups. PIC nenbers and staff are actively encouraged to
join other boards, conm ssions, study groups, and community devel opnment task
forces. As a matter of policy, NOVA seeks to nmaintain a prom nent presence in
its labor market and feels one of its roles is to identify and “broker” the
wor kf orce needs of its business constituency anong ot her community stakehol ders.
These high-profile activities have won NOVA consi derabl e statew de and nati onal
accl ai m#ncluding a presidential visit—n recent years.

NOVA's current success is the result of a nunber of factors

The NOVA PI C successfully seized an opportunity to reinvent itself. Faced with
reduced funds fromJTPA in the early '80s, NOVA refused to accept beconing a
smal |, marginal player. Instead, it actively sought new fundi ng sources even
t hough that neant adopting a new role that shifted enphasis away fromits
traditional econom cally disadvantaged constituency. This led to the form ng of
a new vision and m ssion and to the devel opnment of a new mix of progranms to
serve a new customer base. This process is comon in industry—particularly
Silicon Valley-type industries—but rare for governnent agencies.

NOVA's “new’ services fill an inmportant and real market niche in its econony.
Silicon Valley enployers are, by and |arge, “people” people. Their profits and
productivity are based heavily on the skills of their workers and they take
pains to be known as “good places to work.” When inevitable | ayoffs occur, they
feel sone sense of obligation to provide help for their forner enployees—f only



to maintain the norale of their remaining workers. NOVA has built its reputation
on successfully provi di ng needed out pl acenent and reenpl oynent services for
these firms. In addition, NOVA can usually get governnent grants to help pay for
them and can deal with all the attendant paperwork and regul ations that the
downsi zing firns would rather avoid. By providing a needed service and by acting
as the interface between private firnms and the governnent, NOVA has built a

| arge base of satisfied custonmers in its |local enployer community.

NOVA works at making its custoners feel confortable. If enployers did not
trust NOVA, they would not use its services no matter how nuch they needed them
Although it is a governnment agency, NOVA tries hard to | ook and act like a
busi ness. Its operations enphasize quality service, custoner satisfaction
measurabl e results, flexibility, and lack of a political agenda.

There is a distinctive Silicon Valley corporate “culture,” characterized by team
bui I di ng anong enpl oyees, partnering with other firns, openness to new ideas,
probl em sol ving, flat hierarchies, enpowernent of front-line staff, continuous

i ncrenental inprovenment of processes, and nany other “quality managenent”

attri butes which have now become popul ar in business circles everywhere.

NOVA's PIC nenbers, many of whom are human resource executives of high-tech
firms thensel ves, have insisted that NOVA's organi zation and operations reflect
this “culture.” NOVA's managers have adopted policies that entail regularly
rotating staff through many different jobs to gain experience, providing
training for new and existing staff, enmpowering staff to nmake deci si ons
affecting their jobs, and constantly revising and i nprovi ng organi zati ona
procedures. However much this style inproves NOVA's results, it is in addition a
very effective marketing tool for the agency. NOVA's enpl oyer custoners use NOVA
because NOVA | ooks |like themand talks |ike themand acts |ike them The nost

i mportant contribution that NOVA's PIC has made to the success of the agency has
been to assure that its operating “culture” is in tune with that of its
custoners. This is a role few PICs el sewhere have consi dered or attenpted

NOVA's PIC nenbers very actively pronote the agency in the business conmunity.
There is a strong identification between PIC nenbers and agency staff. It’s al
“us.” PIC nmenbers see no disadvantage in this. In addition to having a
di stinctive culture, the business community here is very close-knit. “lIt’s a
cl osed network and very performance oriented,” observers would say, “but once
you're in, as long as you continue to perform you stay in.” NOVA s PlIC nenbers
have gotten the agency “in.” They use NOVA's services regularly thensel ves—both
for recruitment and out pl acenent —and unhesitatingly recommend themto ot her
firms. Potential PIC nmenbers are screened by a selection commttee conposed of
the PIC chair, the CEO of the chanber of commerce, and a city council nenber
before they are recomended to the appointing authority. New nmenbers are all
gi ven a thorough grounding in NOVA s philosophy, goals, and activities. PIC
menbers are actively encouraged to becone involved and to represent the PIC in
ot her business and community efforts such as econom ¢ devel opnent. NOVA' s
overall prestige and influence are greatly enhanced by the networks that its PIC
menbers have built in this way.

NOVA is clearly a “cutting-edge” PIC, one which has grown far beyond its
original role of providing oversight to JTPA progranms. NOVA is not a “workforce
devel opment board” as PICs in Massachusetts or Oregon would use that term Wile
NOVA PI C nmenbers woul d describe their ultinmte goal as one of ensuring that
wor kf or ce devel opnent services are provided to all enployers and jobseekers
regardl ess of their individual needs, they do not see the PIC s specific role as
one of coordination or consolidation of the activities of different independent



enpl oyment and training agencies in order to make them nore effective. Schoo
reform school - busi ness partnershi ps, and school -t o-work prograns have not been
hi gh on NOVA's agenda. In interviews, the NOVA PIC nmenbers do not articulate a
desire to use business know how to rei nvent governnent, reduce waste of the

t axpayers’ money, or “solve the welfare ness.” They do not conplain of a
“confusing, duplicative, ineffective” enploynent and training systemthat needs
to be thoroughly reforned, as do workforce board nenbers el sewhere. They are
nore likely to be concerned with such purely “business” matters as technol ogy
transfer, patent rights, regulations, and permts, snall business incubators,
and ot her econom c devel opnent issues. NOVA, although it is a nunicipal agency,
thinks and acts |ike a business. It provides valuable services to jobseekers and
enployers in its local econony and does it very successfully. In doing so, NOVA
provi des val uable I essons to other PICs as they face the future w thout JPTA

Sout hern W | anett e—Eugene, O egon

The Southern Wl anette Private Industry Council serves Lane County, O egon,
which lies 100 mles due south of Portland. Lane County has a popul ation of just
over 300, 000, of which 150,000 live in the greater Eugene netropolitan area.

Al t hough the county’s largest single enployer is the University of Oregon, the

| ocal econony has historically been very dependent on the tinber industry. In
the last 15 years, the tinber industry—-always cyclical -has suffered a severe
decline in enpl oynent because of weak housi ng markets, conpetition fromimnported
| unber, and environmental concerns. Lane County, like the entire state of

Oregon, has engaged in intensive econom c devel opnent efforts to diversify its
enpl oyment base, and has had consi derabl e success in attracting el ectronics and
ot her high-tech firms noving both from California and from Asi an countri es.
Forecasters predict that by 1997, statew de enploynment in electronics wll
overtake enpl oyment in forest products. Unfortunately, this shift has its

downsi de. For those with few skills or poor education, highly paid, blue-collar

| unbering jobs are being replaced with nuch | ower paid assenbly jobs.

Pol i cymakers throughout the state, therefore, are particularly concerned with
retrai ni ng and upgradi ng workers’ skills to enable themto take advantage of the
better paying, high-tech enpl oyment opportunities bei ng devel oped.

The Southern Wl lanmette PICis a major provider of training and enpl oynment
services in Lane County. Its 1995 budget exceeded $9 mllion, of which al nost $2
mllion represented special grants to retrain laid-off tinber workers. (An
additional $2 mllion was reserved for services to welfare recipients under the
JOBS program) The PIC is incorporated and—+n JTPA parl ance—serves as both grant
reci pient and admnistrative entity for these funds, although it contracts with

t he Lane County governnent for provision of sone |legal, fnancial, personnel, and
ot her services.

The PIC has a staff of 40 who provide intake, assessnent, counseling, case
managenent, and job search services to its various clients. The | ocal Enpl oynment
Service and wel fare offices, community college staff, and several other social
service agencies are co-located with the PIC Basic education, vocationa
training and retraining, English as a second | anguage, and ot her *“cl assroont
prograns are subcontracted to local training agencies on an individual referra
basis. Lane Comunity College is the nost inportant of these training agencies,
particularly for retraining dislocated workers under Title Il special grants.
The PICis closely linked to | ocal econom ¢ devel opnent activities through
“First Source” agreenents, a nechanismpioneered in Oregon in the 1980s, under
whi ch firns receiving devel opnment | oans or tax breaks promise in return to give
hiring preference to local applicants referred by the PIC



The Southern Wl anette PIC has provided traditional enploynent and training
services for local jobseekers and enpl oyers since 1982. Recently, however, the
state of Oregon has created a new | ocal business-led council which is al so

i nvol ved wi th workforce devel opment issues. This is the Lane County Regi ona
Workforce Quality Comm ttee.

In the ate 1980s, the Oregon state government became very proactive in the
field of workforce devel opment. The state realized that its tinber-based
prosperity was on the decline, and that it needed to prepare itself to
participate in the enmerging econony of the Pacific Rm In 1989, the state

adm ni stration published a report entitled Oregon Shines: An Economic Strategy
for the Pacific Century. This report identified workforce quality as one of the
state’s mmjor conpetitive advantages and proposed that Oregon take specific
steps to “become measurably, the best educated and trai ned workforce in America
by the year 2000 and equal to any in the world by the year 2010.”

Shortly thereafter the | egislature approved a nunber of neasurable “benchmarks”
to guide the state’s progress toward this anbitious goal over the next 20 years.
One benchmark requires that the percentage of high school students with
significant involvenent in professional-technical education and entrepreneurial
prograns rise from9 percent in 1990 to 55 percent in 2010. Another calls for
private enpl oyers to increase their enployee training budgets from 2 percent of
payroll in 1995 to 3 percent in 2010. (Oregon has created hundreds of these
benchmarks, not only in the area of enploynent and training, but in the fields
of public health and safety, environmental quality, transportation, and many
others as well.) In 1991, the |l egislature passed a major education reform bil
affecting the state’s K-12 school system It established new, higher academc
standards, |engthened the school year, revised curricula, and set up special
conmunity centers to assist dropouts. The legislators also created the O egon
Workforce Quality Council to devel op and nmanage a conprehensive state

enpl oyment and training strategy.

The council oversees not only federal enployment and training prograns (JTPA,
JOBS, Perkins) but also state-level workforce devel opnent progranms such as
apprenticeship, adult education, and public vocational school prograns, as well
as the enpl oynment-rel ated courses taught by comunity col |l eges and four-year
universities. In addition to ensuring that all these prograns are adm ni stered
in a coordinated, efficient, and equitable manner, the council’s goals include
pronoti ng hi gh-performance work organi zations in business and governnent,
pronoting public and private involvenent in “inproved nanagenent practi ces,
conpetitive production processes and worker training,” and providing
“significant opportunities for business and | abor to direct the devel opnent and
delivery of state education and training policies and prograns.” And nost

i nportant, the council is charged with ensuring that progress is nmade toward
nmeeting the prescribed workforce devel opment “benchmarks.” The council’'s 22
menbers are drawn from busi ness, |abor, and community groups, and it includes
all the relevant state education and training departnent heads.

The Workforce Quality Council has real power. In addition to creating strategic
pl ans and encour agi ng cooperation, the council “shall review and approve the
annual operating plans and review the budgets of the training and education
progranms of the state agencies represented by its nmenbers. Al operating plans
must be revi ewed and approved before agencies may inplenment them”

The council was al so charged to establish a network of regional workforce
devel opment conmttees throughout the state. There are now 15 of these
conm ttees, including the Lane County Wirkforce Quality Committee nentioned



above. The regional commttees nust include as nenbers representatives from

busi ness and | abor, local school districts, JTPA agencies, the Enpl oynent
Service, welfare offices, comunity coll eges, community action agencies, and the
| ocal PIC. The Lane County comm ttee has 20 nenbers.

The regional commttees |lack the council’s power to review and approve program
budgets. Their statutory tasks are as foll ows:

Advi se the state council on local and regional workforce issues.

Prepare a local strategic plan for achieving the state’s workforce
devel opnent “benchmarks.”

Establ i sh agreenents between | ocal service providers to coordinate
progranms. These agreenents need to be approved by the state council and
should | ead to increased efficiency, reduced duplication, and inproved
delivery of services to | ocal enployers and jobseekers.

These are, of course, alnost exactly the sane responsibilities that other states
(l1'i ke Texas and Massachusetts) had given to their already existing Private

I ndustry Councils. Wiy didn’t Oregon enpower its owmn PICs to carry out this new,
broader role? This option was evidently discussed but rejected. The state wanted
somet hing new and its thinking was influenced by the foll ow ng considerations:

The PICs in Oregon were viewed primarily as service providers, specialized
agencies that ran prograns for a small, hard-to-serve clientele of jobseekers
wi th uni que needs. More inportant, the PICs thensel ves shared this view and
mounted no strong | obbying effort to be designated as the Wirrkforce Quality
Commi tt ees.

As in other states, Oegon policymakers were concerned with the “player vs.
referee” question. How can one service provider fairly oversee other service
provi ders? Any coordi nation conmttee nmust be neutral —++n appearance and in fact—
because it may be called upon to allocate funds and adj udi cate disputes.
Therefore, the policymakers reasoned, a new board was needed, one which had no
ties to existing turf, no “baggage.”

The Oregon policymakers were influenced by their education reform agenda. Both
the Oregon Shines report and the Wirkforce Quality Council’s enabling
| egi sl ati on devoted nmuch attention to fixing the schools. The public schools,
after all, are a mainstreaminstitution with a far bigger budget and a far nore
pervasive influence than the PIC s narrow constituency. To inprove the workforce
meant first to inprove the schools, and to set up direct |inks between educators
and enpl oyers. The PICs were viewed as too insignificant to acconplish this
| arge and inportant task. (Certainly, the education establishnment thought so.)

The Oregon policymakers were influenced by their desire to reformthe private-
sector workplace. The Workforce Quality Council’s mandate includes introducing
total quality managenment principles, encouragi ng worker enpowernment and
conti nuous inprovenent techni ques, and vastly increasing enployers’ investnent
in incunbent worker training. Only in this way would Oregon’s workers and firms
be able to conpete with their counterparts across the Pacific. PICs had never
done any of this. No one had, outside of business schools and think tanks. This
agenda i nplied a whol e new partnershi p between governnent and busi ness, one that
i nvol ved research in managenent practices, pilots and denonstration projects,

i nternshi ps, cooperative education prograns, and networked comrunications to



hel p replicate best practices. In this area as well, the PICs were not viewed as
maj or | eague pl ayers.

The Lane County Regi onal Wirkforce Quality Committee was established in 1992. O
its 20 menbers, 7 also sit on the PIC. Its current chair was formerly chair of
the PIC. State funding has been provided for a small staff.

In keeping with its state mandate, the Wrkforce Quality Committee takes a broad
vi ew of wor kforce devel opnent issues. It is conmtted to the establishnent of
“new systens of life long | earning in our schools, workplaces and our
conmunities . . . to new levels of public/private integration . . . and to

conti nuous inprovenment of education and workforce devel opnment.” The committee
“seeks to coordinate resources and strategies that pronpte investnent in human
resources . . . in education, enploynent and human and econom c devel oprment.” In
practice, the commttee concentrates its efforts in the areas of education

ref orm and wor kpl ace | earning. These are its goals for 1995

Rai se awareness of and commitment to school restructuring, inproving
exi sting workers skills, and transform ng managenent practices to create
hi gh- per f or mance wor kpl aces.

Support restructuring of the school systemto raise student achi evenent.

Pronot e techni cal education and training prograns with the potential to
| ead to hi gh-wage j obs.

Provi de cost-effective coordi nati on of existing enploynent and training
progr ans.

Devel op strategies for inproving the | evel of business investnent in
wor ker training.

The Workforce Quality Committee has in fact done quite a lot to rai se awareness
of workforce issues in Lane County. It has held sem nars and focus groups anong
busi ness, labor, and comunity |l eaders. It funds research in skill standards and
convenes busi ness groups to “validate” proposed school curricula and ensure that
graduati ng students have marketable skills. It provides a convenient forumfor
busi ness peopl e and educators to comunicate. It maintains a database and

di ssem nates i nformati on about best training practices in education and busi ness
and pronotes internships for teachers in firns. It encourages new conputer-based
instruction in schools and busi nesses.

In 1993, Oregon received a federal School-to-Wrk |Inplenentation Gant and
designated the Wirrkforce Quality Conmttees as its | ocal approval authority—

al t hough the grants thenselves go directly to schools. (Lane County will receive
almost $1.5 mllion over the next three years.) The Lane County committee has
encour aged busi nesses to get involved in the school -to-work nmovenent and has

hel ped to design and i npl ement specific prograns.

In the area of enploynent and training coordination, the commttee is creating
an inventory of existing progranms and devel opi ng “performance” neasures to judge
their success rates. It tries to direct services to smaller enployers who are

wi thout their own worker training capacity. And it seeks to increase avail able
trai ning resources through grants from governnents, foundations, and other
private sources.

Rel ati ons between the PIC and the Wirrkforce Quality Conmittee are very am cabl e.



Each has a primary niche: the PIC admnisters its traditional programs; the
committee is involved in the “new areas of school-to-work, business-education
partnershi ps, and incunbent worker training. And therein |lie sone potentia

pr obl ens.

Lane County, it appears, does not have a “regional workforce board” as this term
is used in other states—ene body whose vi sion enconpasses all the workforce
devel opnent activities in its territory and which can report to (or stand up to)
all the state policynmakers and fundi ng agenci es on behalf of |ocal issues and
concerns. What Lane County has is two PICs, one that deals with JTPA EDMAA,
JOBS, and ot her special targeted prograns, and one that deals w th education
reform school -to-work, and workplace | earning. Both seek to engage the private
busi ness sector as advisers, partners, and custoners of their respective
activities. But there is still no one entity that has a conplete overview the
Pl C does not have the necessary state mandate to coordinate prograns it does not
directly control, and the Wrkforce Quality Committee does not have the
resources or the stature in the community (it’s too new and too underfunded) to
do the job effectively. In interviews, |ocal business and community | eaders
stress this point repeatedly. To the average business volunteer—with Iimted
time and attention to spend—the differences between the two boards’ overal

vi sion and m ssion appear to be subtle at best.

A merger is an obvious solution and has been wi dely di scussed, both in Lane
County and at the state |level. Many who speak for the record would wel cone this,
some woul d not. Those who see a need for two separate entities nmention the PIC s
role as a specialized service provider and are concerned about the “player vs.
referee” issue nentioned above. The PIC, for its part, sees no irreconcil able
conflict in assumng both roles and proclains its willingness to do so. It

counts its progranmati c experience, |long-standing ties to business, and anple
financing as major strengths it can bring to an expanded wor kf orce devel opnent
agenda.

The state, meanwhile, is preparing for new federal |egislation which will
consolidate targeted programs into bl ock grants and set up new one-stop service
centers which are to be overseen by “local workforce boards.” (Oregon received a
One-Stop Inplenentation Grant in the sumrer of 1995.) In a paper on “principles
and design for block grant inplenentation,” the state commits itself to
(1) “locally driven” design for service delivery,
(2) collaborative deci sion
maki ng anong | ocal partners that proceeds from “consensus, as opposed to
bei ng i nposed from above,” and
(3)“snooth transition to a new nodel” of workforce devel opment servi ces.
But who will be responsible for achieving these goals in Lane County?
There are at |east two contenders, both of which own different pieces of
the “new nodel” the state wants to create. In July 1995, the Wrkforce
Quality Commttee suffered a severe reduction in the funds it had been
receiving fromthe state. This has led to a curtailing of many of its
activities and a weakening of its local authority and credibility.

The Southern Wl anmette PIC has nade a witten offer of an “alliance” between
itself and the Workforce Quality Comm ttee which covers such issues as size of
the resulting nmerged entity, appointnment of new nmenbers, financia
responsibilities and staffing arrangenments, but does not address future funding,
policy making, or authority over program coordi nation or one-stop career
centers. As of late 1995, no fornal joining had taken place



Appendi x

The individuals |isted bel ow may be contacted for nore informati on regarding the
case studies contained in this report.

Qui ncy Contacts

Chai r:
Terry Fancher
Cener al Manager
Sout h Shore Chanber of Comrerce
36 Mller Stile Road
Qui ncy, MA 02169
Director:

CGeor ge Humann

Executive Director

Sout h Coastal Regi onal Enpl oynent Board
1431 Hancock Street

Qui ncy, MA 02169

(617) 328-7300

New Haven Cont acts

Chai r:
Thomas R Ficklin, CEO
The Inner-City
50 Fitch Street
New Haven, CT 06515

Di rector:
WIlliam Villano
Regi onal Workforce Board of Greater New Haven
580 Ella Grasso Boul evard
New Haven, CT 06519
(203) 562-7811

Kankakee Val | ey Contacts

Chai r:
Donald Urello
Bet hl ehem St eel Cor poration
PO Box 248
Chesterton, | N 46304
Director:

Li nda Wl oshansky

Kankakee Val | ey Wor kf orce Devel opnent Services
150 Lincol n Square, Suite 2001

Val parai so, |IN 46384

(219) 464-4861

NOVA Cont act s

Chai r:



Car ol CGodsave

Omer/ Part ner

Crest Financial Services
3333 Bowers Avenue
Santa d ara, CA 95054

Director:

M chael Curran

NOVA Private | ndustry Council
505 West dive Avenue, Suite 550
Sunnyval e, CA 94086

(408) 730-7643

Eugene Cont acts

PI C Chair:

Cheri Courtnage

Courtnage | nsurance & | nvestnents
c/o Southern Wllanette PIC

78 Centenni al Loop, Suite B
Eugene, OR 97401

Workforce Quality Commttee Chair:

PI C Di

Dan Canmpbel |

Training Director
Central Electrical JATC
75 Silver Lane

Eugene, OR 97404

rector:

Chuck Forster

Southern Wil anette PIC

78 Centenni al Loop, Suite B
Eugene, OR 97401

(541) 687-3800

Workforce Quality Committee Director:

Joe Berney, President

Net wor ki ng for Youth

1445 Wl |l anette St., Suite 13
Eugene, OR 97401

(541) 744-3994



